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Women  and  Poverty  Project,  Wider  Opportunities  for  Women,  Inc.,  statement  1570 

Women  Employed  Institute,  Melissa  Josephs,  statement  1573 

Women's  Legal  Defense  Fund,  Judith  Lichtman,  statement  1577 

Women's  Self-Employment  Project,  Connie  Evans,  statement  1581 

Woodard,  Victoria,  Framin^am,  Mass.,  statement  1584 

Woods,  Dick,  Fathers  for  Equal  Rights,  Inc.,  statement  and  attachments  1306 

Work,  Welfare  and  Families  of  DUnois,  Nancy  Shier,  statement  1586 

Wroblewski,  Roberta  A.,  Day  Care  Action  Council  of  Illinois,  statement  1287 


THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  PROPOSAL,  H.R.  4605, 
THE  WORK  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  ACT  OF 
1994 


THURSDAY,  JULY  14,  1994 

House  of  Representatives, 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 

Washington,  D.C. 
The  committee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10:06  a.m.,  in  room  1100 
Longworth  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Sam  Gibbons  (acting  chair- 
man of  the  committee)  presiding. 

[The  press  releases  announcing  the  hearings  follow:] 


(1) 


FOR  IltMEDZATE  RELEASE  PRESS  RELEASE  #25 

FRIDAY,  JOLT  1,  1994  COMMITTEE  OH  WAYS  AMD  MEANS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1102  LONGWORTH  HOUSE  OFFICE  BLDG. 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.   20515 
TELEPHONE:   (202^  225-3625 

THE  HONORABLE  SAM  M.  GIBBONS  (D. ,  FLA.), 

ACTING  CHAIRMAN,  COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS, 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES, 

ANNOUNCES  A  HEARING  ON  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  WELFARE  REFORM  PROPOSAL, 

H.R.  4605,  THE  WORK  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  ACT  OF  1994 

The  Honorable  Sam  M.  Gibbons  (D. ,  Fla.)»  Acting  Chairman, 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  today 
announced  that  the  Committee  will  hold  a  public  hearing  to  discuss 
the  Administration's  welfare  reform  proposal,  H.R.  4605,  the  Work 
and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994.   The  hearing  will  be  held  on 
Thursday,  July  14,  1994,  beginning  at  10:00  a.m.  in  the  main 
Committee  hearing  room,  1100  Longworth  House  Office  Building. 

The  Committee  will  receive  testimony  from  the  Honorable 
Donna  E.  Shalala,  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services.   Secretary 
Shalala  will  be  the  only  witness  at  this  hearing.   Additional 
hearings  will  be  held  by  the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  to 
receive  testimony  from  public  witnesses  and  will  be  announced  in  a 
subsequent  press  release. 

*   In  announcing  the  hearing.  Acting  Chairman  Gibbons  said:   "The 
future  of  our  Nation  depends  on  our  youth,  yet  our  welfare  programs 
do  not  promote  work,  responsibility,  and  self-sufficiency.   We  must 
go  back  to  basics  and  provide  all  of  our  youth  with  opportunities 
and  incentives  to  become  productive  citizens.   If  we  do  this,  we 
truly  will  end  welfare  as  we  know  it." 

THE  WORK  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  ACT  1994: 

President  Clinton's  welfare  reform  bill  aims  to  transform 
welfare  programs  into  a  system  that  provides  temporary  assistance 
leading  to  work  and  self-sufficiency.   It  would  require  each  welfare 
recipient  to  develop  a  personal  employability  plan  designed  to  help 
her  or  him  obtain  employment  as  soon  as  possible.   The  government 
would  provide  necessary  education,  training,  child  care,  and  other 
support  services.   A  two-year  time  limit  on  cash  assistance  would 
ensure  that  anyone  who  can  work  would  work.   Participants  would  be 
placed  in  private-sector  jobs  if  possible,  and  in  temporary 
subsidized  jobs  if  necessary. 

Parental  responsibility  would  be  promoted  by  sweeping  changes 
in  the  child  support  enforcement  program  and  in  welfare  programs. 
Hospitals  would  be  required  to  establish  paternity  at  birth;  child 
support  orders  would  be  updated  regularly;  new  penalties  on  parents 
who  do  not  pay  child  support  would  be  imposed;  national  registries 
of  child  support  awards,  new  job  hires,  and  parent-location 
information  would  enhance  the  ability  of  States  to  enforce  payment 
of  child  support;  demonstration  programs  on  parents'  access  to  their 
children  and  dispute  mediation  would  be  authorized;  and  additional 
State-  policy  flexibility  would  be  allowed.   In  addition,  tough 
sanctions  would  be  imposed  on  welfare  recipients  who  violate  program 
rules,  and  improved  systems  would  reduce  fraud. 

New  resources  would  focus  on  young  persons  born  after  1971  who 
have  just  applied  for  welfare  benefits  or  recently  become 
recipients.   Recognizing  that  they  are  difficult  recipients  to 
serve,  the  proposal  nevertheless  concentrates  resources  on  this 
population.   The  Adroinisration  has  noted  its  hope  that  such 
targeting  can  help  stop  these  young  persons  from  becoming  the  long- 
term  welfare  recipients  of  the  future.  This  effort  will  include  a 
national  campaign  aimed  at  preventing  teen  pregnancy  and  out-of- 
wedlock  births,  and  supports  and  sanctions  aimed  at  encouraging 
young  parents  to  become  self-sufficient. 


FOR  IMMEDIATE  RELEASE  PRESS  RELEASE  #19 

MONDAY,  JDLY  18,  1994  SUBCOMMITTEE  OM  HTOIAN  RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE  OH  WAYS  AMD  MEANS 
U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1102  LONGWORTH  HOUSE  OFFICE  BLDG. 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.   20S15 
TELEPHONE:   (202)  225-1721 

THE  HONORABLE  HAROLD  E.  FORD  (D. ,  TENN. ) , 

CHAIRMAN,  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES, 

COMMITTEE  OM  WAYS  AND  MEANS, 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES, 

ANNOUNCES  A  FOUR-DAY  SERIES  OF  HEARINGS  ON 

WELFARE  REFORM 


The  Honorable  Harold  E.  Ford  (D.,  Tenn.)»  Chairman, 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources,  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  today  announced  that  the 
Subcommittee  will  hold  a  four-day  series  of  hearings  on  selected 
welfare  reform  topics.   The  series  will  begin  on  Tuesday, 
July  26,  1994,  and  will  run  through  Friday,  July  29,  1994.   Each 
hearing  will  begin  at  10:00  a.m.  in  room  B-318  of  the  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building.   The  scope  of  each  hearing,  and  other 
details,  are  described  below. 

The  Subcommittee  may  not  be  able  to  accommodate  all  requests 
to  be  heard.   As  described  below,  in  lieu  of  a  personal 
appearance,  written  statements  may  be  submitted  for  the  printed 
record  of  the  hearing.   Additional  hearings  on  welfare  reform  are 
planned. 

SCOPE  OF  THE  HEARINGS: 

(1)  Administration  Walk-Through  of  H.R.  4605 

On  Tuesday,  July  26th,  Dr.  Mary  Jo  Bane  and 
Dr.  David  Ellwood,  Co-chairs  of  the  Administration's  Welfare 
Reform  Working  Group,  will  present  the  details  of  President 
Clinton's  welfare  reform  proposal,  H.R.  4605,  the  Work  and 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994.   Drs.  Bane  and  Ellwood  will  be  the 
only  witnesses  to  appear  at  this  hearing. 

(2)  Hearing  on  Parental  Responsibility 

On  Wednesday,  July  27th,  the  Subcommittee  will  receive 
testimony  on  the  provisions  of  H.R.  4605  relating  to  the 
establishment  of  paternity  and  child  support  enforcement.   At 
this  hearing,  the  Subcommittee  will  hear  from  a  limited  number  of 
invited  and  public  witnesses. 

(3)  Hearing  on  Early  Childbearjnq 

At  the  hearing  on  Thursday,  July  28th,  witnesses  will 
describe  the  causes  and  consequences  of  early  childbearing,  and 
will  comment  on  the  provisions  of  H.R.  4605  that  are  designed  to 
prevent  early  childbearing.   The  Subcommittee  will  hear  from  a 
limited  number  of  invited  and  public  witnesses. 

(4)  Testimony  from  Members  of  Congress 

The  hearing  on  Friday,  July  29th,  will  be  a  two-part 
hearing.   During  the  first  part  of  this  hearing,  from 
10:00  a.m.  until  approximately  1:00  p.m.,  the  Subcommittee  will 
receive  testimony  from  a  sponsor  of  each  of  the  following 
welfare  reform  bills:   (a)  H.R.  4767,  the  Family  Self- 
Sufficiency  Act  of  1994;  (b)  H.R.  3500,  the  Responsibility  and 
Empowerment  Support  Program  Providing  Employment,  Child  Care 
and  Training  Act;  and  (c)  H.R.  4414,  the  Independence  for 
Families  Act  of  1994. 

During  the  second  part  of  the  hearing,  beginning  at 
2:00  p.m.,  the  Subcommittee  will  receive  testimony  from 
Members  of  Congress  on  H.R.  4605  or  other  welfare  reform 
initiatives,  including  those  relating  to  child  support 
enforcement. 

(MORE) 


(2) 


DETAILS  FOR  80BMISSI0H  OF  REQPBST8  TO  BE  KEARD8 

Individuals  and  organizations  interested  in  presenting 
oral  testimony  before  the  Subcomnittee  must  submit  their 
requests  to  be  heard  by  telephone  to  Harriett  Lawler, 
Diane  Kirkland,  or  Karen  Ponzurick  [(202)  225-1721]  no  later 
than  close  of  business  Thursday,  July  21,  1994,  to  be  followed 
by  a  formal  written  request  to  Janice  Mays,  Chief  Counsel  and 
Staff  Director,  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives,  1102  Longworth  House  Office  Building, 
Washington,  D.C.  20515.   The  Subcommittee  staff  will  notify  by 
telephone  those  scheduled  to  appear  as  soon  as  possible  after 
the  filing  deadline.   Any  questions  concerning  a  scheduled 
appearance  should  be  directed  to  the  Subcommittee  staff 
[(202)  225-1025]. 

It  is  urged  that  persons  and  organizations  having  a  common 
position  make  every  effort  to  designate  one  spokesperson  to 
represent  them  in  order  for  the  Committee  to  hear  as  many 
points  of  view  as  possible.   Time  for  oral  presentations  will 
be  strictly  limited  with  the  understanding  that  a  more  detailed 
statement  may  be  included  in  the  printed  record  of  the 
hearings.  (See  formatting  requirements  below.)   In  addition, 
witnesses  may  be  grouped  as  panelists  with  strict  time 
limitations  for  each  panelist. 

In  order  to  assure  the  most  productive  use  of  the  limited 
amount  of  time  available  to  question  hearing  witnesses,  all 
witnesses  scheduled  to  appear  before  the  Committee  are 
requested  to  submit  200  copies  of  their  prepared  statements  to 
the  Committee  office,  room  B-317  Rayburn  House  Office  Building, 
at  least  24  hours  in  advance  of  their  scheduled  appearance. 
Failure  to  comply  with  this  requirement  may  result  in  the 
witness  being  denied  the  opportunity  to  testify  in  person. 

WRITTEH  STATEMENTS  IN  LIED  OF  PERSONAL  APPEARANCE: 

Persons  submitting  written  statements  for  the  printed 
record  of  the  hearing  should  submit  at  least  six  (6)  copies  of 
their  statements  by  close  of  business,  Tuesday,  August  9,  1994, 
to  Janice  Mays,  Chief  Counsel  and  Staff  Director,  Committee  on 
Ways  and  Means,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  1102  Longworth 
House  Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.   20515.   If  those 
filing  written  statements  for  the  record  of  the  printed  hearing 
wish  to  have  their  statements  distributed  to  the  press  and  the 
interested  public,  they  may  provide  200  additional  copies  for 
this  purpose  to  the  Subcommittee  office,  room  B-317  Rayburn 
House  Office  Building,  before  the  hearing  begins. 

FORMATTING  REOUIREMENTS ; 

Each  •lataiTMnt  praMnud  lor  printing  to  th«  CommhtM  by  •  wHnMS.  any  writlan  atiMnMnt  or  oiiMMt 
•libminad  io,-  tht  pririMd  racard  or  any  writtan  commant*  in  reapcnaa  to  a  rcquaat  for  i 
to  tha  guidalinaa  liatad  balow.   Any  atatamant  or  axhibh  not  In  complianea  with  tli 
will  ba  maintainad  in  tha  Committaa  fitaa  for  raviaw  and  uaa  by  tha  Committaa. 


papar  and  may  not  axoaad  a  total  of  10  pagaa. 

Copiaa  of  whola  documanta  aubmittad  aa  axhibit  matarW  wW  no 

•>hihii  malarial  ahoulrf  ba  rafarancad  and  quotad  or  oaraphraaad.   All  oiMbh  matarial  not  mooting  thoao 


4  A  aupplamantal  ahaat  muat  accompany  aach  atatamant  Hating  tha  noma,  full  addroaa.  a  talaphona 

numbar  whara  tha  witnaaa  or  tha  daaignatad  ropraaantathia  may  ba  raaehad  and  a  topical  outiina  or 
aummary  of  tha  cemmanta  and  rocommandationa  In  tha  fun  atatamant.   Thia  aupplamantal  ahaat  will  no 
ba  indudad  In  tha  prinud  raeord. 

Tha  abova  raatrietiona  and  Kmhationa  apply  only  to  matarial  baing  aubmittad  for  printing.   Statamanta  and 
axhibiu  or  aupplamantary  matarial  aubmittad  aolaly  for  diatribution  to  tha  Mambara.  tha  praaa  and  tha  public  during  tha 


***  HOTICB — CHAMGB  ZM  SCHEDULE  *** 


FOR  IMMEDIATE  RELEASE  PRESS  RELEASE  /19-REVISED 

THURSDAY,  JULY  21,  1994  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAM  RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 
U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1102  LON6WORTH  HOUSE  OFFICE  BLD6. 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.   2051S 
TELEPHONE:   (202)  225-1721 

THE  HONORABLE  HAROLD  E.  FORD  (D. ,  TENN.)» 

CHAIRMAN,  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES, 

COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  MIT>   MEANS, 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES, 

A  REVISED  SCHEDULE  FOR  THE  FOUR-DAY  SERIES  OF 

HEARINGS  ON  WELFARE  REFORM 


The  Honorable  Harold  E.  Ford  (D. ,  Tenn.)»  Chairman, 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources,  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  today  announced  a  revised  schedule 
for  the  Subcommittee's  four-day  series  of  hearings  on  selected 
welfare  reform  topics.   As  previously  announced,  the  series  will 
begin  on  Tuesday,  July  26,  1994,  and  will  run  through  Friday, 
July  29,  1994.   Each  hearing  will  begin  at  10:00  a.m.  in  room 
B-318  of  the  Rayburn  House  Office  Building.   The  scope  of  each 
hearing,  and  other  details,  are  described  below. 

The  Subcommittee  may  not  be  able  to  accommodate  all  requests 
to  be  heard.   As  described  below,  in  lieu  of  a  personal 
appearance,  written  statements  may  be  submitted  for  the  printed 
record  of  the  hearing.   Additional  hearings  on  welfare  reform 
could  be  announced  later. 

SCOPE  OF  THE  HEARINGS: 

(1)  Administration  walk-Through  of  H.R.  4605 

On  Tuesday,  July  26th,  Dr.  Mary  Jo  Bane  and 
Dr.  David  Ellwood,  Co-chairs  of  the  Administration's  Welfare 
Reform  Working  Group,  will  present  the  details  of  President 
Clinton's  welfare  reform  proposal,  H.R.  4605,  the  Work  and 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994.   Drs.  Bane  and  Ellwood  will  be  the 
only  witnesses  to  appear  at  this  hearing. 

(2)  Testimony  from  Members  of  Congress 

At  the  hearing  on  Wednesday,  July  27th,  the  Subcommittee 
will  receive  testimony  from  sponsors  of  each  of  the  following 
welfare  reform  bills:   (a)  H.R.  4767,  the  Family  Self- 
Sufficiency  Act  of  1994,  introduced  by  Congressman  Matsui, 
et  al;  (b)  H.R.  3500,  the  Responsibility  and  Empowerment 
Support  Program  Providing  Employment,  Child  Care  and  Training 
Act,   introduced  by  Congressman  Michel,  et  al;  and  (c)  H.R. 
4414,  the  Independence  for  Families  Act  of  1994,  introduced  by 
Congressman  McCurdy,  et  al. 

As  the  schedule  allows,  the  Subcommittee  also  will  receive 
testimony  from  Members  of  Congress  on  H.R.  4605  or  other 
welfare  reform  initiatives,  including  those  relating  to  child 
support  enforcement. 

(3)  Hearing  on  Parental  Responsibility 

On  Thursday,  July  28th,  the  Subcommittee  will  receive 
testimony  on  the  provisions  of  H.R.  4605  relating  to  the 
establishment  of  paternity  and  child  support  enforcement.   At 
this  hearing,  the  Subcommittee  will  hear  from  a  limited  number 
of  invited  and  public  witnesses. 

(MORE) 


(2) 


(4)   Haarlna  on  Earlv  Childbearlna 

At  the  hearing  on  Friday,  July  29th,  witnesses  will  . 
describe  the  causes  and  consequences  of  early  childbearing,  and 
will  comment  on  the  provisions  of  H.R.  4605  that  are  designed 
to  prevent  early  childbearing.   The  Subcommittee  will  hear  from 
a  limited  number  of  invited  and  public  witnesses. 

As  previously  announced,  the  final  date  for  submitting 
requests  to  be  heard  at  these  hearings  is  the  close  of  business 
Thursday,  July  21,  1994.   All  other  details  for  the 
hearings  remain  the  same.   (See  Press  Release  /19,  dated 
July  18,  1994.) 


FOR  IMMEDIATE  RELEASE  PRESS  RELEASE  #20 

TRIDAY,  JOL»  29,  1994  SUBCOMMITTEE  OM  BTIMAM  RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 
U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1102  LON6WORTH  HOUSE  OFFICE  BLD6. 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.   20515 
TELEPHONE:   (202)  225-1025 

THE  HONORABLE  HAROLD  E.  FORD  (D. ,  TENN. ) ,  CHAIRMAN, 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES,  COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS, 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES, 

ANNOUNCES  A  HEARING  ON 

TRANSITIONAL  ASSISTANCE,  WORK,  AND 

THE  ROLE  OF  THE  STATES  IN  WELFARE  REFORM, 

AND  FINANCING  ISSUES 


The  Honorable  Harold  E.  Ford  (D. ,  Tenn.)>  Chairman, 
Subcomnittee  on  Human  Resources,  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  today  announced  that  the 
Subcommittee  will  hold  a  hearing  on  transitional  assistance, 
work,  and  the  role  of  the  States  in  welfare  reform,  as  well  as 
financing  issues.   The  hearing  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday, 
August  9,  1994,  at  1:00  p.m.  in  room  B-318  of  the  Rayburn  House 
Office  Building.   Testimony  will  be  received  from  invited 
witnesses  only. 

President  Clinton's  welfare  reform  bill,  the  Work  and 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994  (H.R.  4605),  would  expand  the  Job 
Opportunities  and  Basic  Skills  Training  (JOBS)  program  and  create 
a  new  WORK  program.   The  new  program  would  require  recipients  to 
have  a  personal  employability  plan,  impose  a  two-year  time  limit 
on  cash  assistance,  require  job  search  first  for  the  job-ready 
recipients,  impose  sanctions  on  those  who  do  not  cooperate  with 
the  rules,  limit  exemptions  and  deferrals  from  work  requirements, 
reward  work,  provide  child  care  and  health  care,  and  provide 
additional  Federal  funding.   States  would  administer  these  and 
other  provisions  of  the  bill  with  additional  flexibility  and 
Federal  matching  funds.   These  and  other  provisions,  costing  an 
estimated  $9.3  billion  over  the  next  five  years,  would  be 
financed  by  various  provisions,  including  capping  the  Aid  to 
Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC)  emergency  assistance 
program,  tightening  the  rules  under  which  certain  non-citizens 
may  receive  welfare  benefits,  cutting  benefits  to  drug  addicts 
and  alcoholics  under  the  Supplemental  Security  Income  program, 
and  other  provisions. 

In  announcing  the  hearing,  Mr.  Ford  said:   "I  have  heard 
much  political  rhetoric  blaming  the  welfare  system  for  the 
increase  in  out-of-wedlock  births  and  the  increase  in  welfare 
caseloads.   The  critics  go  on  about  the  vast  sums  spent  on 
welfare,  but  fail  to  note  that  much  of  the  spending  to  which  they 
refer  is  for  the  elderly  and  the  disabled.   Those  who  make  this 
argument  ignore  the  prime  causes  for  the  growth  in  welfare, 
poverty  and  the  lack  of  jobs.   At  this  hearing,  the  Subcommittee 
will  hear  about  education,  training,  and  jobs  in  a  time-limited 
income-assistance  system;  the  role  of  the  States  in  providing  job 
related  income  support  and  services;  and  ways  in  which  we  could 
finance  welfare  reform." 

DETAILS  FOR  SUBMISSION  OF  WRITTEN  COMMENTS; 

Persons  submitting  written  statements  for  the  printed  record 
of  the  hearing  should  submit  at  least  six  (6)  copies  of  their 
statements  by  close  of  business,  Tuesday,  August  23,  1994,  to 
Janice  Mays,  Chief  Counsel  and  Staff  Director,  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  1102  Longworth  House 
Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.   20515.   If  those  filing 
written  statements  for  the  record  of  the  printed  hearing  wish  to 
have  their  statements  distributed  to  the  press  and  the  interested 
public,  they  may  provide  200  additional  copies  for  this  purpose 
to  the  Subcommittee  office,  room  B-317  Rayburn  House  Office 
Building,  before  the  hearing  begins. 

(MORE) 
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WEDNESDAY,  AUGUST  10,  1994         SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 
U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
1102  LONGWORTH  HOUSE  OFFICE  BLDG. 
WASHINGTON,  D.C.   20S15 
TELEPHONE:   (202)  22S-1721 

THE  HONORABLE  HAROLD  E.  FORD  (D.,  TENN.),  CHAIRMAN, 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES,  COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS, 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  ANNOUNCES  A  HEARING  ON 

TIME  LIMITING  CASH  ASSISTANCE 

IN  PRESIDENT  CLINTON'S  WELFARE  REFORM  PROPOSAL 


The  Honorable  Harold  E.  Ford  (D. ,  Tenn.)f  Chairman, 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources,  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  today  announced  the  Subcommittee 
will  hold  a  hearing  on  President  Clinton's  proposed  two-year  time 
limit  on  cash  assistance.   The  hearing  is  scheduled  for  Tuesday, 
August  16,  1994,  beginning  at  10:00  a.m.  in  room  B-318  of  the 
Rayburn  House  Office  Building.   Testimony  will  be  received  from  a 
limited  number  of  witnesses  who  have  already  asked  to  testify  at 
previous  hearings  in  this  series  and  those  who  ask  to  testify  by 
noon,  Friday,  August  12,  1994.   (See  also  Subcommittee  press 
releases  #19  and  20.) 

In  announcing  the  hearing.  Chairman  Ford  said:   "In  previous 
hearings  the  Subcommittee  has  heard  testimony  on  personal 
responsibility,  early  child  bearing,  transitional  assistance, 
work,  and  financing  of  welfare  reform.   But  all  of  these 
discussions  seem  to  revolve  around  one  central  element,  the 
two-year  time  limit  on  cash  assistance.   Without  it,  some  say,  we 
cannot  end  welfare  as  we  know  it.   With  it,  opponents  ask,  'What 
will  happen  to  the  children?'   Will  the  children  become  homeless? 
Will  they  fall  into  our  already  overburdened  foster  care  system? 
Will  we  place  them  in  what  a  conservative  critic  called,  24-hour 
pre-schools?   I  look  forward  to  hearing  from  the  public  on  these 
and  other  questions.   We  must  have  the  answers  before  we  proceed 
with  this  vital  legislat^ion. " 

DETAILS  FOR  SUBMISSION  OF  REQUESTS  TO  BE  HEARD; 

Individuals  and  organizations  who  have  not  previously 
requested  to  testify  and  are  interested  in  presenting  oral 
testimony  before  the  Subcommittee  must  submit  their  requests  to 
be  heard  by  telephone  to  Harriett  Lawler,  Diane  Kirkland,  or 
Karen  Ponzurick  [(202)  225-1721]  no  later  than  noon,  Friday, 
August  12,  1994,  to  be  followed  by  a  formal  written  request  to 
Janice  Mays,  Chief  Counsel  and  Staff  Director,  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  1102  Longworth  House 
Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.  20515.   The  Subcommittee  staff 
will  notify  by  telephone  those  scheduled  to  appear  as  soon  as 
possible  after  the  filing  deadline.   Any  questions  concerning  a 
scheduled  appearance  should  be  directed  to  the  Subcommittee  staff 
[(202)  225-1025]. 

(MORE) 
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It  is  urged  that  persons  and  organizations  having  a  common 
position  make  every  effort  to  designate  one  spokesperson  to 
represent  them  in  order  for  the  Subcommittee  to  hear  as  many 
points  of  view  as  possible.   Time  for  oral  presentations  will  be 
strictly  limited  with  the  understanding  that  a  more  detailed 
statement  may  be  included  in  the  printed  record  of  the  hearings. 
(See  formatting  requirements  below.)   In  addition,  witnesses  may 
be  grouped  as  panelists  with  strict  time  limitations  for  each 
panelist. 

In  order  to  assure  the  most  productive  use  of  the  limited 
amount  of  time  available  to  question  hearing  witnesses,  all 
witnesses  scheduled  to  appear  before  the  Subcommittee  are 
requested  to  submit  200  copies  of  their  prepared  statements  to 
the  Committee  office,  room  B-317  Rayburn  House  Office  Building, 
at  least  24  hours  in  advance  of  their  scheduled  appearance. 
Failure  to  comply  with  this  requirement  may  result  in  the  witness 
being  denied  the  opportunity  to  testify  in  person. 

WRITTEM  STATEMENTS  IN  LIEU  OF  PERSOMAL  APPEARANCE; 

Persons  submitting  written  statements  for  the  printed  record 
of  the  hearing  should  submit  at  least  six  (6)  copies  of  their 
statements  by  close  of  business,  Tuesday,  August  30,  1994,  to 
Janice  Mays,  Chief  Counsel  and  Staff  Director,  Committee  on  Ways 
and  Means,  U.S.  House  of  Representatives,  1102  Longworth  House 
Office  Building,  Washington,  D.C.   20515.   If  those  filing 
written  statements  for  the  record  of  the  printed  hearing  wish  to 
have  their  statements  distributed  to  the  press  and  the  interested 
public,  they  may  provide  200  additional  copies  for  this  purpose 
to  the  Subcommittee  office,  room  B-317  Rayburn  House  Office 
Building,  before  the  hearing  begins. 

FORMATTING  RE0UIREMENT8 ; 

Each  •tatamant  praaantad  <or  printing  to  tha  Committaa  by  i 
for  tha  printad  racord  or  any  writtan  commanta  in  raaponaa  to  a  raquaat  for  wrinan  commanta  i 

in  complianca  with  thaaa  guidalinaa  will  not  ba  printad,  but  will  ba 
and  uaa  by  tha  Committaa. 

All  alatamanta  and  any  accompanying  axhibita  for  printing  muat  ba  typad  in  aingia  apaca  on  lagal-aiza  papar 
and  may  not  axcaad  a  total  of  10  pagaa. 

Copiaa  of  whola  documanta  aubmittad  aa  axhibit  matarial  will  not  ba  accaptad  tor  printing.   Iiwtaad.  axhibit 
matarial  ahould  ba  ratarancad  and  quotad  or  paraphraaad.  All  axhibit  matarial  not  maating  thaaa 
apacificationa  will  ba  malntainad  in  tha  Committaa  filaa  for  raviaw  and  uaa  by  tha  Committaa. 

Statamanta  muat  contain  tha  nama  and  capacity  in  which  tha  witnaaa  will  appaar  or,  for  writtan  commanta, 
tha  nama  and  capacity  of  tha  paraon  aubmitting  tha  atatamant,  aa  wall  aa  any  dianta  or  paraona,  or  any 
organiiation  for  iwhom  tha  witnaaa  appaara  or  for  whom  tha  atatamant  ia  aubmittad. 


4.         A  aupplamantal  ahaat  muat  accompany  aach  atatamant  liating  tha  nama,  full  addraaa,  a  telaphona  numbar 
whara  tha  witnaaa  or  tha  daaignalad  rapraaantativa  may  ba  raachad  and  a  topical  outlina  or  aummary  of  tha 
commanu  and  racommandationa  in  tha  full  atatamant.  Thia  aupplamantal  ahaat  will  not  ba  indudad  in  tha 
printad  racord. 

Tha  abova  raatrictiona  and  limiiationa  apply  only  to  matarial  baing  aubmittad  for  printing.  Statamanta  and  axhibita 
or  aupplamantary  matarial  aubmittad  aolaly  for  diatribution  to  tha  Mambara,  tha  praaa  and  tha  public  during  tha  eouraa  of  a 
public  haaring  may  ba  aubmittad  in  othar  forma. 
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Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Good  morning,  Madam  Secretary.  We 
welcome  you  here.  First,  I  want  to  commend  you  and  President 
Clinton  for  starting  this  welfare  reform  debate  discussion  and  I 
hope  for  its  successful  action. 

And  I  want  to  commend  you  in  the  present  particularly  for  not 
blaming  the  problems  of  welfare  on  the  children  who  are  so  de- 
pendent upon  welfare  for  survival  because  it  is  certainly  not  their 
fault,  and  I  want  to  commend  you  for  focusing  debate  on  the 
causes,  not  on  the  results  of  all  the  problems  we  see  in  our  country. 

I  know  from  my  study  of  the  situation  that  no  one  is  really  satis- 
fied with  the  current  system.  Those  who  find  themselves  dependent 
on  welfare  and  those  who  provide  the  taxes  for  those  dependencies 
are  all  dissatisfied. 

We  face  a  challenging  opportunity  to  do  something  about  this, 
and  I  have  asked  our  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  to  put 
this  very  high  on  the  agenda,  and  I  hope  that  they  can  have  their 
work  completed  and  reported  to  the  full  committee  early  in  August 
so  that  we  can  go  in  perhaps  in  the  days  just  before  the  House  re- 
cesses to  some  markup  in  our  full  committee  here  on  this  issue. 

This  is  not  a  partisan  issue  at  all.  It  is  a  bipartisan  issue.  We 
will  face  it  that  way.  And  we  will  try  to  solve  the  problems  that 
way. 

I  commend  you  for  what  you  have  done  and  look  forward  to  co- 
operating and  working  with  you,  and  I  want  you  to  know  this  is 
one  of  my  personal  high  priorities. 

Now,  Mr.  Crane,  would  you  like  to  make  a  statement,  oh,  Bill, 
excuse  me.  I  am  sorry. 

Mr.  Archer.  Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  very  much.  Madam  Sec- 
retary, welcome  back  to  the  committee 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Archer  [continuing].  With  your  very,  very  good  resources 
sitting  on  either  side  of  you  there.  This  issue  of  welfare  reform  is 
clearly  one  of  the  top  issues  of  interest  to  the  American  people 
today,  and  it  is  one  that  I  would  hope  that  we  can  work  together 
on  in  a  bipartisan  way. 

But  I  must  caution  that  I  was  on  the  floor  in  1988  and  led  the 
opposition  to  the  1988  welfare  reform  bill  because  I  believed  that 
the  rhetoric  was  not  going  to  be  matched  by  the  productive  results. 

But  the  rhetoric  used  today,  claiming  we  spent  $3.3  billion  of  tax- 
payer's money  over  the  last  5  years  creating  a  workfare  program, 
is  misleading  because  there  has  been  no  significant  results  in  that 
period  of  time. 

And  I  want  to  be  sure  that  today  the  shibboleths  and  the  rhetoric 
are  going  to  be  matched  by  productive  results,  because  after  all, 
your  proposal  says  that  you  want  to  spend  an  extra  $9  billion  of 
the  taxpayers'  money  over  the  next  5  years.  I  hope  that  that  will 
be  the  sum  total  and  that  it  will  not  increase  above  that.  But  in 
any  event,  we  need  to  be  sure  that  in  doing  so,  that  we  are  going 
to  be  able  to  deliver  on  the  promises. 

The  bill  that  you  have  sent  up  is  certainly  one  that  has  drawn 
to  a  small  degree,  at  least,  on  the  Republican  package  that  we  de- 
veloped some  months  ago  and  sent  down  to  the  President,  and  I 
compliment  you  on  that.  On  the  surface  it  is  a  seductive  package 
that  you  sent  up  here. 
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It  certainly  does  require  work  by  some  recipients.  It  does 
strengthen  child  support  enforcement,  which  we  are  totally  in 
agreement  with,  and,  in  my  opinion,  you  can't  be  too  tough  in  ask- 
ing and  demanding  and  getting  the  fathers  to  pay  support  for  the 
children  that  they  have  sired. 

It  has  good  provisions  on  paternity  establishment  and  it  does  at 
least  touch  on  the  illegitimacy  issue.  And  you  deserve  credit  for 
these  features.  But  I  must  candidly  tell  you  that  I  have  some  real 
problems  with  what  I  perceive  as  the  substance. 

What  are  going  to  be  the  sanctions,  the  real  sanctions,  to  assure 
that  someone  who  does  not  work,  that  they  don't  continue  to  get 
their  welfare  benefits?  If  they  don't  work,  will  the  children  be  left 
bereft  of  the  economic  support?  I  wonder  if  this  country  will  accept 
that.  And  if  those  sanctions  are  not  there  for  failure  to  work,  then 
in  the  end,  the  welfare  recipients  will  certainly  be  less  likely  to 
want  to  have  to  get  up  and  endure  the  regimens  of  a  work  life. 

We  believe  that  there  are  two  major  weaknesses  in  the  bill.  One 
is  that  you  exempt  90  percent  of  the  caseload  in  the  first  year. 
Some  of  the  exemptions  do  dwindle  over  time,  but  according  to 
what  I  read  as  your  estimates,  we  believe  that  you  only  have  a  net 
increase  of  about  150,000  parents  in  work  programs  by  the  end  of 
the  fifth  year  over  and  above  what  the  current  law  provides. 

Spending  $9  billion  to  get  less  than  3  percent  of  the  welfare  case- 
load on  a  work  program  by  1999  is  certainly  not  what  the  Amer- 
ican people  expect.  Hopefully,  in  your  presentation  and  the  ques- 
tioning we  can  get  more  specific  about  that. 

But  more  specifically,  we  cannot  agree  to  a  bill  that  exempts 
about  75  percent  of  welfare  mothers  because  they  are  over  the  age 
of  23.  That  troubles  us,  and  I  think  it  will  trouble  the  American 
people. 

Your  bill  is  also  unacceptable  to  me  because  it  exempts  25  per- 
cent of  the  rest  of  the  caseload  from  the  work  requirement  so  that 
they  can  participate  in  a  special  jobs  preparation  program,  exempts 
another  10  percent  so  that  they  can  go  to  college  or  enroll  in  long- 
term  training  and,  even  after  all  of  these  other  exemptions,  allows 
the  States  to  ignore  another  20  percent  of  the  caseload  for  no  par- 
ticular reason.  That  does  not  smack  of  being  tough  to  me. 

The  second  major  problem  is  that  I  believe  your  bill  does  not  ade- 
quately address  the  illegitimacy  issue  which  is  running  rampant  in 
this  country  today  and  is  a  major  cause  of  the  declining  quality  of 
education,  the  tendencv  of  young  people  to  go  on  drugs,  and  the 
continuing  high  level  of  serious  crime. 

The  President  himself  has  alluded  to  this,  and  I  compliment  him 
for  being  concerned  about  it.  Yet  your  proposal  to  put  teen  parents 
in  parenting  and  birth  control  programs  and  to  make  them  live  at 
home  will,  I  believe,  have  no  significant  impact  on  the  outrageous 
growth  of  illegitimacy  in  our  society. 

The  most  effective  direct  attack  on  illegitimacy  is  to  stop,  to  stop 
cash  welfare  benefits  to  young  mothers.  Our  welfare  system  prom- 
ises voung  women  cash,  food  stamps,  and  medical  care,  a  package 
worth  $12,000  a  year  in  a  median  State  if  they  have  an  illegitimate 
baby. 

Americans  do  not  understand  this.  And  it  is  something  that  is  a 
tremendous  concern  to  the  country,  and  I  hope  in  the  process  of 
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work  on  this  committee,  that  we  can  beef  up  the  effort  to  reduce 
illegitimacy.  Other  than  those  two  major  concerns  about  your  bill, 
I  am  prepared  to  listen  to  your  statement  and  look  forward  to  the 
questioning. 

Acting  Chairman  GffiBONS.  Mr.  Ford. 

Mr.  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to 
join  you  in  welcoming  the  Secretary  along  with  Dr.  Ellwood  and 
Dr.  Mary  Jo  Bane  before  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  commend  President  Clinton.  He 
has  kept  his  promise  to  the  American  people.  The  working  group 
worked  for  the  past  12,  18  months  to  create  a  welfare  reform  pack- 
age to  help  those  trapped  in  the  vicious  cycle  of  welfare. 

I  want  to  take  this  opportunity  also  to  say  that  in  1988,  with  the 
Family  Support  Act,  as  Mr.  Crane  mentioned,  the  Congress  worked 
for  several  years  on  that  bill.  But,  it  was  then-GrOvemor  Bill  Clin- 
ton who  worked  with  us  tirelessly  until  we  came  up  with  a  return 
plan. 

Prior  to  the  Clinton  administration,  we  had  a  30-percent  increase 
in  the  welfare  population  because  of  the  bad  economic  policies  that 
the  Bush  administration  offered  the  American  people. 

Currently,  13  million  people  are  trapped  into  this  cycle.  They  are 
law-abiding  citizens  who  do  not  want  to  be  on  welfare.  They  would 
like  to  work.  It  is  not  proper  for  us  to  say  that  $9  billion  is  all  we 
can  dedicate  to  a  welfare  reform  package  that  removes  the  stigma 
of  welfare. 

Approximately  9  million  of  the  people  on  welfare  are  children 
who  cannot  work,  have  no  place  to  go,  and  deserve  to  live  just  like 
other  children  of  this  country.  My  children,  Mr.  Archer's  children, 
all  other  children  in  this  country  may  need  to  experience  what  the 
welfare  children  are  experiencing  every  day. 

I  applaud  you,  Madam  Secretary  and  the  working  group,  al- 
though I  must  say  that  the  administration's  bill  does  not  go  far 
enough  for  me. 

Over  the  past  year,  I  have  read  all  of  the  syndicated  writers  and 
the  newspaper  articles  on  welfare  reform.  Everybody  is  talking 
about  welfare.  Everybody  is  ready  to  offer  a  solution.  We  want  to 
take  all  of  those  recommendations  and  solutions  into  consideration, 
but  we  must  focus  on  the  welfare  population. 

We  will  find  those  on  this  committee  who  will  seek  headlines, 
and  those  who  want  to  make  sure  that  they  run  campaigns  cen- 
tered around  the  poor  of  this  country.  I  don't  think  the  welfare  chil- 
dren should  be  on  television  with  political  candidates  talking  about 
their  elections  and  running  for  higher  office  throughout  this  coun- 
try. 

The  welfare  population  must  be  addressed  in  this  welfare  reform 
package.  I  see  no  reason  why  we  can't  address  the  problem  in  this 
session  of  the  Congress.  I  want  it.  Republicans  want  it,  Democrats 
want  it,  but  more  than  that,  President  Clinton  has  shown  that  he 
is  ready  to  reform  the  welfare  system.  I  applaud  him.  I  stand  ready 
to  work  with  him.  I  can't  guarantee  that  it  will  be  the  administra- 
tion's bill,  but  we  will  give  the  President  a  welfare  package  that  we 
believe  addresses  the  problems  of  the  welfare  population. 

Mr.  Stark.  Would  the  distinguished  subcommittee  Chairman 
yield? 


14 

Mr.  Ford.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield  to  you. 

Mr.  Stark.  I  just  wanted  to  associate  myself  with  his  remarks. 
In  addition  to  reading  the  columnists,  I  have  also  read  Dr.  Obtain 
and  Dr.  Ellwood  and  the  real  experts  in  this  field,  and  I  join  in  the 
subcommittee  Chair's  suggestion  that  we  should  do  more. 

Welfare  cheating  has  been  the  excuse  for  political  and  moral 
bankruptcy  of  the  minority  party  for  the  past  12  years  as  their  po- 
litical leadership  has  forced  poor  people  into  welfare,  and  it  is  time 
that  we  correct  that  situation,  and  I  intend  to  work  with  the  gen- 
tleman to  see  that  that  is  done. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Ford.  Thank  you.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  will  yield  back  the  bal- 
ance of  my  time  but,  as  I  close,  I  must  say  that  if  the  health  care 
bill  that  we  have  reported  from  this  committee  is  passed  and  en- 
acted into  law,  about  1  million-plus  welfare  recipients  will  leave 
the  welfare  rolls  immediately.  Many  are  on  the  welfare  rolls  today 
only  because  they  have  no  health  insurance  and  they  need  the 
Medicaid  benefits. 

Give  us  some  votes  for  health  care  reform  on  the  House  floor. 
Let's  pass  that  bill  and  release  1  million  people  off  the  welfare  rolls 
immediately  after  it  is  passed. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I,  too,  want  to 
compliment  the  Secretary  and  Mary  Jo  and  David  for  the  work 
that  you  have  done  on  this  issue.  We  have  been  in  communication 
and  hopefully  we  will  continue  to  be  in  communication  throughout 
this  process.  And  I  want  to  say  with  respect  to  the  Chairman's  re- 
marks, I  agree  with  him  that  I  don't  think  anyone  is  happy  with 
the  current  system,  the  taxpayers  or  the  people  in  the  system,  and 
we  have  an  obligation  to  do  something  and  to  do  something  quick- 
ly. 

I  think  that  if  the  health  care  situation  in  this  country  is  in  cri- 
sis, then  we  are  looking  at  a  catastrophe  with  respect  to  the  wel- 
fare system  and  we  have  an  obligation  to  move  forward  and  do 
something  to  try  to  remedy  all  the  concerns  of  the  people  who  are 
in  one  way  or  another  participating  in  the  welfare  system. 

I  think  Mr.  Archer's  criticisms  are  veiy  valid.  The  administra- 
tion's bill,  while  you  wisely  chose  some  things  out  of  the  House  Re- 
publican bill  with  respect  to  paternity  establishment  and  some 
other  areas  which  we  commend  you  on  because  we  believe  they  are 
very  good  proposals  and  things  that  are  starting  points  that  we  can 
agree  with,  you  do  fall  short  in  several  areas.  Mr.  Archer  high- 
lighted them.  I  just  wanted  to  pick  up  on  a  couple  other  specific 
areas  which  I  think  need  to  be  addressed. 

With  respect  to  the  work  provisions,  and  Mr.  Archer  did  say  that 
people  born  prior  to  1972  would  not  be  required  to  be  in  the  work 
programs,  and  that  is  a  sizable  percentage  of  the  welfare  caseload, 
and  we  are  immediately  exempting  them  out.  I  understand  the  rea- 
son for  doing  that.  The  reason  for  doing  so  is  that  it  costs  a  lot  of 
money  to  have  more  people  in  the  welfare-to-work  program  and 
therefore  we  want  to  focus  just  on  a  smaller  base  of  population. 

But  I  think  if  you  look  at  it  from  two  respects,  first,  you  are  fo- 
cusing on  younger  moms  with  probably  younger  children,  which  is 
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a  much  more  expensive  and  difficult  situation  to  deal  wdth,  so  I 
question  the  sagacity  of  dealing  with  that  population  to  begin  with. 

In  addition,  if  we  believe  that  work  helps,  that  work  works,  that 
in  fact  putting  people  into  work  programs  and  giving  them  the  op- 
portunity to  work  and  get  job  experience  is  a  positive  thing  for  peo- 
ple, then  why  are  we  ignoring  a  generation  of  people  on  welfare? 

If  we  believe  that  work  is  a  positive  thing  for  people,  we  should 
make  it  available  to  everyone  and  allow  the  States  flexibility  to 
provide  that  coverage  to  those  who  the  States  believe  at  least  ini- 
tially would  benefit  most  from  it. 

With  respect  to  the  issue  of  out-of-wedlock  births,  again,  Mr.  Ar- 
cher, I  think,  hit  the  nail  on  the  head  that  the  only  provision  that 
resembles  addressing  that  issue  is  requiring  teenage  mothers  to 
live  at  home.  I  think  that  is  a  positive  first  step. 

That  provision  is  in  our  bill,  but  I  think  in  the  administration's 
bill  it  does  not  go  far  enough.  We  have  to  say  to,  particularly  teen- 
age mothers  who,  as  you  know,  80  percent  of  children  who  have 
children  end  up  on  welfare  within  5  years,  we  have  to  say  to  those 
children  that  no  longer  will  the  government  support  teenagers  hav- 
ing children  out  of  wedlock  with  cash  assistance.  Welfare  provides 
benefits  for  a  14-year-old  who  is  having  a  child,  and  I  don't  buy  the 
argument  that  14-year-olds  are  having  a  child  for  the  money.  They 
are  having  a  child  for  very  serious  emotional  reasons,  but  what  we 
do  is  provide  the  economic  support  for  that  decision,  and  thftt  to  me 
is  the  wrong  signal  to  send  that  the  decision  should  be  made  based 
on  an  emotional  factor.  It  also  should  be  made,  like  every  other 
person  makes  it,  on  a  financial  commitment  as  to  whether  that  per- 
son can  afford  to  provide  for  that  child,  particularly  when  you  are 
14  years  old. 

Two  more  things.  First,  I  want  to  talk  about  the  money  spent  in 
this  bill.  It  is  $9.3  billion,  which  on  its  face  does  not  particularly 
offend  except  for  the  fact  that  the  offsets  don't  all  come  from  the 
welfare  programs.  There  are  funding  offsets  to  pay  for  this  program 
that  come  from  outside  of  the  welfare  system,  which  means  we  are 
talking  about  a  net  increase  in  welfare  spending. 

I  don't  mind  spending  more  money  on  welfare  if  we  in  fact  find 
other  areas  of  welfare,  which  the  Republican  bill  does,  to  offset. 
You  come  up  with  revenue  neutrality,  but  you  come  off  with  reve- 
nue neutrality  through  cutting  Superfund  and  other  areas  which 
have  nothing  to  do  with  welfare. 

The  Republican  bill  saves  $20  billion  over  5  years.  It  actually 
saves  money  all  within  the  context  of  the  welfare  system,  which  I 
think  is  something  that  we  should  look  forward  to  on  the  commit- 
tee to  try  to  save  money. 

Finally,  the  bill  does  little  to  nothing  with  I  think  the  worst  wel- 
fare program  there  is  in  this  countiy  and  one  that  this  committee 
dealt  with  at  least  on  the  margins  just  recently,  which  is  the  SSI 
program.  There  is  too  little  in  here  about  SSI  for  aliens.  There  is 
nothing  here  on  SSI  reform  for  children. 

There  is  nothing  here  about  SSI  for  drug  addicts  and  alcoholics 
who  are  on  this  program,  and  this  is  something  I  think  desperately 
needs  to  be  addressed  and  should  be  addressed  by  this  committee 
even  though  it  is  not  addressed  in  the  President's  bill. 


16 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  working  with  the  sub- 
committee chairman,  Mr.  Ford,  who  I  think  has  an  honest  commit- 
ment to  trying  to  do  something  in  this  session  of  Congress,  and  I 
hope  that  we  can  do  something  and  do  it  in  a  way  that  is  going 
to  truly  address  the  needs  of  the  people  in  the  system  and  also  pro- 
vide the  taxpayer  more  value  for  the  dollar  that  they  are  contribut- 
ing to  the  system. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Acting  Chairman  GffiBONS.  If  we  are  going  to  get  to  the  Sec- 
retary today,  we  have  to  shorten  our  statements  here. 

Let's  go  next  to  Mr.  Reynolds  and  then  Mr.  Crane,  and  Mr. 
Levin. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Secretary,  nice  to  see 
you  again  and  my  dear  friend  who  works  with  you  from  Chicago 
as  well, 

I  just  wanted  to  make  a  brief  comment  about  welfare  and  I  am 
very  pleased  to  see  the  administration  is  moving  forward  on  the 
President's  promises  to  change  welfare  as  we  know  it.  I  would  also 
request  the  Chairman  to  include  my  full  statement  in  the  record. 

Acting  Chairman  GiBBONS.  Yes,  sir.  We  will. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Thank  you.  I  had  a  couple  of  questions  about  it. 
You  know,  I  was  a  child  of  welfare.  I  was  raised  on  welfare  on  the 
west  side  of  Chicago.  I  remember  standing  in  line  with  my  mother 
to  get  the  welfare  check.  I  remember  standing  in  line  at  the  Cook 
County  Hospital  all  day  with  a  medical  card  in  order  for  us  to  see 
a  doctor. 

I  also  remember  some  of  the  bad  parts  about  it.  Those  were  good 
parts.  I  remember  welfare  agents  coming  to  our  house  at  3  o'clock 
in  the  morning,  knocking  on  the  front  door,  at  the  side  window, 
and  the  back  door  trying  to  catch  a  man  in  our  house  so  they  could 
take  my  mother  off  welfare.  That  wasn't  in  South  Africa,  that  was 
on  the  west  side  of  Chicago  at  1629  West  Washburn. 

So  I  welcome  greatly  the  changes  in  the  system.  I  do  have  some 
concerns.  What  do  we  do  with  children?  I  agree  with  the  chairman 
of  the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources,  Mr.  Ford,  that  most 
people  who  are  on  welfare  don't  want  to  be  on  welfare.  That  is  a 
myth  that  has  been  exploited  for  political  reasons  in  this  country. 
We  absolutely  did  not  want  to  be  on  welfare  and  nobody  in  our 
family  has  ever  gone  back  on  welfare  once  we  got  off  of  welfare. 

But  there  are  situations  where  there  will  be  a  plot,  there  are  peo- 
ple who  will  not  follow  the  rules,  who  will  not  go  for  the  education, 
who  will  not  do  the  things  that  are  offered  in  this  bill,  and  the 
question,  and  I  have  not  been  able  to  get  an  answer  on  this  ques- 
tion and  I  have  talked  with  my  staff  about  the  possibility  of  doing 
some  sort  of  an  amendment  and  to  study  this  thing,  what  do  we 
do  with  the  children  of  a  mother  who  refuses  to  follow  the  rules 
and  we  take  her  off  welfare?  That  is  my  first  question. 

And  the  second  question  I  hope  you  can  address  later  on  is;  What 
do  we  do  when  the  States  across  this  country  enact  caps  which 
eliminate  cash  payments  to  a  mother  who  already  has  two  children 
and  decides  to  have  another  or,  a  mother  who  already  has  one  child 
and  decides  to  have  a  second  while  she  is  on  welfare?  What  hap- 
pens to  those  children  if  the  money  to  support  one  child  is  barely 
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enough,  and  now  there  are  two  children  with  no  additional  money, 
to  support  them,  what  happens? 

So  as  we  have  this  discussion,  I  am  veiy  interested  in  hearing 
some  of  the  answers  to  those  questions  and  will  be  involved  in  this 
entire  process. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  REPRESENTATIVE  MEL  REYNOLDS 

FOR  THE  HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

HEARING  ON  WELFARE  REFORM 

JULY  14,  1994 


MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THANK  YOU  FOR  HOLDING  THIS  HEARING  THIS 
MORNING.   I  WELCOME  SECRETARY  SHALALA  TO  THE  COMMITTEE  AND  LOOK 
FORWARD  TO  HER  TESTIMONY. 

WELFARE  REFORM  IS  ONE  THE  MOST  IMPORTANT  ISSUES  FACING  THIS 
COUNTRY.   REFORM  OF  THE  WELFARE  SYSTEM  IS  ONE  OF  THE  CORNERSTONES 
OF  THIS  ADMINISTRATION'S  OVERALL  PLEDGE  DURING  THE  1992  CAMPAIGN 
TO  PUT  PEOPLE  FIRST  AND  REWARD  THOSE  WHO  PLAY  BY  THE  RULES. 

I  THINK  ONE  CAN  STATE  UNEQUIVOCALLY  THAT  THE  CURRENT  WELFARE 
REFORM  SYSTEM,  BY  CONTRAST,  PUTS  BUREAUCRACY  FIRST,  AND  REWARDS 
THOSE  WHO  SKIRT  THE  RULES. 

THE  "WORK  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  ACT  OF  1994"  ATTEMPTS  TO  KEEP 
FAITH  TO  THOSE  LOFTY  GOALS.   IT  CORRECTLY  IDENTIFIES  THE  MANY 
FLAWS  WITHIN  THE  PRESENT  SYSTEM  AND  ATTEMPTS  TO  RECTIFY  THOSE 
PROBLEMS.   THE  GOAL  OF  THE  LEGISLATION  IS  PROVIDE  A  REAL  SAFETY 
NET  FOR  THOSE  WHO  NEED  IT,  YET  PROVIDE  THOSE  INDIVIDUALS  WITH  THE 
OPPORTUNITIES  TO  RE-ENTER  THE  WORKFORCE. 

IT  TELLS  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  THAT  A  LIFETIME  ON  WELFARE  IS  NO 
LONGER  AN  OPTION.   WHERE  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  HAS  CREATED 
SYSTEMIC  BARRIERS,  THE  LEGISLATION  SEEKS  TO  BREAK  THOSE  DOWN. 
WHERE  THE  CURRENT  SYSTEM  SAPS  ONE'S  INITIATIVE,  AND  STRIPS  ONE'S 
DIGNITY,  THE  PROPOSAL  ATTEMPTS  TO  RESTORE  ONE'S  DRIVE  TO  SUCCEED 
AND  REKINDLE  THE  PROMISE  OF  A  BETTER  TOMORROW. 

THE  LEGISLATION  RIGHTLY  FOCUSES  ON  IMPROVING  THE  SYSTEM  FOR 
ESTABLISHING  PATERNITY. 

IT  SEEKS  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  THE  AREAS  OF  CHILD  SUPPORT 
ENFORCEMENT,  JOB  TRAINING,  AND  EARNED  INCOME  DISREGARDS.   THOSE 
IMPROVEMENTS  AND  OTHERS  ARE  MOST  IMPORTANT. 

HOWEVER,  I  AM  VERY  CONCERNED  ABOUT  THE  IMPACT  THE  SANCTIONS 
FOR  NON-COMPLIANCE  IN  THIS  LEGISLATION  WILL  HAVE  ON  THE  CHILDREN 
OF  WELFARE  PARENTS.   IT  IS  MY  HIGHEST  PRIORITY  THAT  THIS 
LEGISLATION  NOT  FURTHER  HARM  THE  INNOCENT  CHILDREN  WHO  ARE  THE 
VICTIMS  OF  POVERTY,  AND  THE  CAPTIVES  OF  A  DYSFUNCTIONAL  WELFARE 
SYSTEM. 

THE  CARROT  AND  STICK  APPROACH  CONTAINED  IN  THIS  LEGISLATION 
TO  ENCOURAGE  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  OFF  THE  WELFARE  ROLLS  IN  CONCEPT 
IS  A  POSITIVE  CONSTRUCT.   HOWEVER,  THE  SANCTIONS  CONTAINED  IN  THE 
LEGISLATION  WILL  HAVE  REAL,  AND  NEGATIVE  IMPACT  ON  A  WELFARE 
PARENTS'  ABILITY  TO  FEED  AND  CARE  FOR  HER  OR  HIS  CHILDREN.   THE 
CHILDREN  DID  NOT  ASK  TO  BE  FURTHER  PUNISHED.   THEY  MUST  NOT  BE. 
IT  IS  THEIR  INTEREST  THAT  IS  PARAMOUNT  TO  ME .   I  LOOK  FORWARD  TO 
HEARING  FROM  THE  SECRETARY  ON  THIS  ISSUE. 

I  THANK  THE  CHAIR. 
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Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Crane,  then  Mr.  Levin. 

Mr.  Crane.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I,  too,  would  Hke  to 
welcome  our  distinguished  Secretary,  a  neighbor  who  came  from  an 
area  just  beyond  my  border  which  touched  the  Wisconsin  border  in 
the  northern  part  of  Illinois. 

As  a  former  educator,  I  believe  that  all  people  can  learn.  Human 
beings  naturally  glean  information  from  their  surroundings  and 
from  those  around  them,  using  that  new  knowledge  for  their  own 
purposes. 

I  am  accordingly  pleased  to  see  that  my  colleagues  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  seem  to  have  learned  from  Republicans  about  the 
welfare  issue.  In  reviewing  the  goals  of  this  package,  it  seems  clear 
the  Democrats  have  finally  recognized  what  we  have  been  saying 
for  years,  that  government  cannot  write  a  blank  check  to  teenage 
mothers  and  expect  them  not  to  cash  it,  that  drug  addiction  should 
be  treated  as  a  temporary  condition,  not  a  chronic  disease,  that  ille- 
gal aliens  have  no  entitlement  to  social  benefits,  and  that  the  cost 
of  our  welfare  system  does  not  reduce  poverty,  but  rather  ensures 
poverty. 

But  in  reviewing  the  specific  provisions  of  this  package,  I  believe 
that  while  Democrats  may  have  taken  a  page  from  our  book,  they 
certainly  didn't  read  it.  The  poHcies  outlined  in  this  welfare  pack- 
age do  not  meet  the  stated  goals  of  reducing  illegitimacy,  giving  ad- 
dicts incentives  to  get  off  drugs,  or  getting  illegal  aliens  off  the  pub- 
lic dole. 

The  fact  of  the  matter  is  this  bill  does  not  reduce  government 
spending  on  social  programs.  Our  social  programs  have  not  im- 
proved the  welfare  of  most  lower-income  Americans.  As  so  many 
experts  have  noted,  we  must  break  the  cycle  of  dependency  if  we 
are  to  improve  our  welfare  system.  This  bill  does  not  have  suffi- 
cient incentives  to  get  welfare  recipients  back  into  the  work  force 
and  therefore  I  cannot  support  it  in  its  present  form. 

To  administer  assistance  in  this  manner  is  to  administer  a  subtle 
narcotic  and  destroyer  of  the  human  spirit.  That  is  not  my  remark. 
That  was  Franklin  Delano  Roosevelt  in  his  State  of  the  Union  Ad- 
dress in  1936.  Roosevelt's  was  a  truly  prophetic  remark,  and  he 
went  on  to  say  in  that  same  State  of  the  Union  Message  that  the 
National  Government  must,  that  the  National  Government  shall 
quit  the  welfare  business.  That  was  our  early  flirtation  with  claim- 
ing our  welfare  system  will  force  recipients  to  assume  responsibil- 
ity for  their  lives. 

I  would  argue  that  giving  Federal  welfare  benefits  was  a  pro- 
found mistake  that  has  been  borne  out  by  history.  I  would  hope 
that  we  might  work  jointly  together  here  to  make  some  improve- 
ment, but  frankly,  at  the  present  time,  I  have  grave  reservations, 
Madam  Secretary. 

Thank  you. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Levin. 

Mr.  I^VIN.  Mr.  Chairman,  following  your  suggestion  to  move  on, 
I  would  like  to  first  ask  that  my  full  statement  be  placed  in  the 
record. 

Acting  Chairman  GIBBONS.  Yes,  sir,  it  will  be. 
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Mr.  Lkvin.  Second,  if  I  may  just  say  a  few  words.  First  of  all, 
I  think  we  have  to  avoid  seeking  partisan  credit  and  instead  em- 
phasize some  bipartisan  action  on  welfare  reform. 

So  I  welcome  you,  Madam  Secretary,  and  the  initiative  of  the 
President.  I,  for  one,  have  been  working  on  linking  welfare  and 
work  since  1986,  when  Senator  Moynihan  and  I  introduced  some 
legislation.  So,  again,  I  think  we  should  emphasize  bipartisan  ac- 
tion and  not  who  was  there  first. 

As  you  know,  I  very  much  support  important  ingredients  in  your 
proposal,  including  parental  responsibility,  time  limits,  and  en- 
hanced child  support  enforcement.  As  you  also  know,  I  have  a 
major  concern  with  the  administration's  proposal,  and  that  is  its 
reliance  on  a  single  Federal  model.  Your  proposal  essentially  says 
to  all  States  that  they  must  work  with  a  certain  age  group. 

I  think  that  may  be  overly  proscriptive  and  directive.  My  pref- 
erence instead  is  a  full  State-Federal  partnership,  giving  the  States 
substantial  flexibility  to  design  and  implement  a  comprehensive 
welfare-to-work  program  for  all  able-bodied  recipients,  even  if  we 
were  to  do  that  in  only  some  of  the  States,  rather  than  immediately 
in  every  one  of  the  States.  But  we  should  allow  the  States  to  build 
on  the  successes  of  the  1988  Family  Support  Act  and,  as  in  that 
act,  give  the  States  both  full  responsibility  and  flexibility. 

Another  reason  I  favor  this  approach  relates  to  the  issue  of 
where  the  post  time  limit  jobs  will  come  from.  Your  proposal  indeed 
is  designed  to  move  recipients  into  private  sector  jobs,  and  I  ap- 
plaud that  effort.  But  another  reason  to  give  States  maximum  flexi- 
bility and  participation  in  program  design  is  that  I  think  it  will 
lead  to  less  reliance  on  public  sector  jobs. 

States  and  local  governments  are  closer  to  their  local  business 
communities  and  are  better  positioned,  in  my  judgment,  to  engage 
private  sector  employers  in  hiring  welfare  recipients. 

Despite  these  differences,  I  am  confident  that  all  of  us  can  make 
a  good  faith  effort  and,  if  we  do  so,  we  can  find  common  ground 
and  devise  reforms  that  will  pay  off  for  both  poor  families  and  for 
taxpayers.  In  my  judgment,  it  is  essential  to  move  ahead  expedi- 
tiously. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  CONGRESSMAN  SANDER  LEVIN 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 

Hearing  on  the  Administration's  Welfare  Reform  Proposal 

July  14,  1994 

I  want  to  thank  Chairman  Gibbons  for  calling  this  hearing 
and  giving  us  the  opportunity  to  hear  more  about  President 
Clinton's  plans  to  reform  v;elfare.   It  is  my  pleasure  to  welcome 
Secretary  Shalala.   I  look  forward  to  working  with  the 
Administration  and  my  colleagues  on  both  sides  of  the  aisle  to 
achieve  cost-effective  welfare  reform. 

I  favor  linking  welfare  with  work.   Indeed,  I  favored  it  in 
1986  when  I  first  worked  on  legislation  with  Senator  Moynihan. 
The  passage  of  time  has  reinforced  the  need  to  forge  this  link 
between  welfare  and  work. 

This  is  so  vital  that  it  is  important  to  be  realistic 
concerning  the  difficulty  of  this  task,  to  understand  the 
complexities  that  we  face  and  to  have  the  courage  to  confront 
them. 

I  agree  with  key  components  of  the  President's  proposal,  in 
particular: 

o     parental  responsibility,  requiring  teens  to  live  at 

home,  finish  school  and  ready  themselves  for  the  v/orld 
of  work; 

o     time-limits; 

o    enhanced  child  support  enforcement. 

Regarding  child  support,  I  recently  introduced  legislation  - 
-  H.R.  4677  —  to  require  states  to  participate  in  a  simplified, 
nationally  uniform  child-support  credit-bureau  reporting  system. 

My  major  concern  with  the  Administration's  proposal  is  that 
its  structure  relies  on  a  single  federal  model,  which  may  be 
overly  prescriptive  and  directive  to  states.   I  believe  there  is 
a  better  approach.   We  should  establish  a  full  federal-state 
partnership,  giving  states  substantial  flexibility  to  design  and 
implement  a  comprehensive  welfare-to-work  program  for  ALL  able- 
bodied  recipients.   Recent  research  raises  serious  doubts  about 
the  effectiveness  of  focusing  on  young  mothers.   At  best, 
research  on  who  benefits  most  from  what  strategies  is 
inconclusive.   This  argues  against  starting  with  a  single 
untested  model,  which  may  be  very  expensive  to  operate  over  time. 

Another  reason  I  advocate  a  full  federal-state  partnership 
is  that  the  costs  of  the  Administration's  design  rise  drastically 
in  the  out  years,  beyond  the  first  five  years. 
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If  states  are  to  make  a  far  greater  effort  to  move  welfare 
recipients  into  jobs,  we  must  give  them  the  flexibility  to  design 
programs  that  are  suited  to  their  local  economic  conditions  and 
labor-market  needs. 

Much  of  the  Administration's  proposal  is  designed  around 
moving  recipients  into  private  sector  jobs.   I  applaud  this 
effort.   It  is  important  that  we  maximize  private  sector  jobs  and 
minimize  reliance  on  public  sector  jobs.   Another  reason  to 
maximize  state  flexibility  and  participation  in  program  design  is 
that  I  believe  it  is  likely  to  lead  to  less  reliance  on  public 
sector  jobs.   State  and  local  governments  —  closer  to  their 
local  business  communities  —  are  better  positioned  to  engage 
private  sector  employers  in  hiring  welfare  recipients. 

I  urge  a  different  approach.   We  should  start  by  building  in 
ALL  states  on  the  successful  federal-state  partnerships  that  now 
exist  in  the  current-law  JOBS  program  and,  further,  we  should 
equip  10  states  to  implement  a  fully-funded  effort  to  move  ALL 
able-bodied  welfare  parents  into  jobs  --  preferably  private 
sector  jobs.   I  would  give  participating  states  a  great  deal  of 
latitude  in  designing  cost-effective  methods  of  achieving  this 
objective.   I  would  offer  incentives  to  states  to  keep  recipients 
in  these  private  sector  jobs. 

Despite  these  differences  with  the  Administration,  I  am 
confident  that  if  all  of  us  make  a  good  faith  effort,  we  can  find 
common  ground  and  devise  reforms  that  will  pay  off  for  both  poor 
families  and  taxpayers.   It  is  essential  to  move  ahead 
expeditiously. 
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Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Shaw,  then  Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  join  my  col- 
leagues in  welcoming  you,  Madam  Secretary,  to  the  table  for  the 
discussion  of  welfare,  and  I  do  want  to  thank  you  and  the  adminis- 
tration for  finally  helping  the  Republicans  to  get  the  attention  of 
this  committee  to  do  something  that  desperately  needs  to  be  done. 

For  years  now,  the  Republicans  have  been  working  on  welfare  re- 
form that  had  a  work  component,  and  we  have  been  trying  to  get 
hearings,  we  have  been  trying  to  get  bills  up  before  the  committee, 
and  now  I  must  thank  the  President,  even  though  we  will  have  dif- 
ferences that  we  have  to  thrash  out,  but  thank  the  President  and 
you,  Madam  Secretary,  for  bringing  welfare  reform  to  a  head  and 
bringing  this  topic  to  debate  because  there  is  a  crisis  in  this  coun- 
try. 

We  talk  about  crisis  in  health  care  and  other  various  crises,  but 
I  think  there  is  a  tremendous  crisis  in  welfare  that  most  des- 
perately needs  our  attention  and  needs  the  immediate  attention  of 
this  committee. 

We  started  our  work  on  the  Republican  side  many  years  ago  back 
in  October  1991  with  this  paper,  "Moving  Ahead:  Initiatives  for  Ex- 
panding Opportunity  in  America,"  which  was  coauthored  by  many 
of  the  people  on  this  committee,  with  the  able  assistance  of  Ron 
Haskins  of  the  minority  staff.  This  was  followed  with  H.R.  5501  in 
the  102d  Congress  that  was  filed  on  June  25,  1992,  which  also  has 
a  work  component. 

The  second  "Moving  Ahead"  paper  was  done  by  basically  the 
same  group,  Nancy  Johnson,  Fred  Grandy,  and  me,  again  with  the 
help  of  Ron  Haskins. 

Again,  a  bill  was  filed,  H.R.  741,  on  February  2,  1993.  The  new 
bill  was  sponsored  by  me,  Mrs.  Johnson,  Mr.  Grandy,  Mr. 
Santorum,  Mr.  Michel,  and  Mr.  Gingrich.  H.R.  741  again  had  a 
work  component. 

Then,  H.R.  741  evolved,  through  thousands  of  work  hours  by  a 
House  Republican  Task  Force  into  H.R.  3500,  the  House  Repub- 
lican welfare  reform  bill  which  was  filed  November  10,  1993.  H.R. 
3500  is  now  supported  by  164  of  the  178  House  Republicans. 

This  bill  has  the  work  component  and  all  wide-ranging  provi- 
sions, many  of  which  were  outlined  by  Mr.  Santorum  and  Mr.  Ar- 
cher in  their  opening  statements  and  remarked  on  by  Mr.  Crane. 
Out  of  frustration  on  March  10,  1994,  I  filed  a  discharge  petition 
in  order  to  try  to  get  this  committee  off  its  bottom  to  finally  get 
involved  with  welfare  reform  in  this  country. 

During  the  two  previous  Republican  administrations,  we  passed 
the  earned  income  tax  credit  which  was  designed  to  help  the  work- 
ing poor,  to  say  to  the  working  poor  if  you  work,  you  shouldn't  be 
poor  and  we  will  help  you. 

We  then  came  along  and  passed  the  child  care  bill  in  1990  which 
was  a  revised  version  of  the  Stenholm-Shaw  bill  which  was  a  bipar- 
tisan bill  that  finally  passed  the  House  and  the  Senate  and  was 
signed  into  law  by  the  previous  administration.  This  bill  says  to  the 
poor  working  mother  that  now  we  will  give  you  child  care  to  help 
you  go  back  to  work. 

Now,  it  is  time  that  we  address  the  third  leg  of  this  stool  and 
this  third  leg  is  the  requirement  to  work.  We  are  willing  to  invest 
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in  the  education  and  training  of  welfare  recipients  of  this  country 
and  we  have  provided  a  bill  which,  like  yours,  has  a  work  compo- 
nent. 

We  feel  that  our  bill  is  a  much  better  bill  than  the  administra- 
tion's bill.  It  focuses  on  a  much  larger  part  of  the  population, 
maybe  seven  or  eight  times  as  much.  But,  I  will  be  the  first  to  give 
this  administration  the  credit  for  bringing  this  debate  to  the  House 
of  Representatives  where  it  needs  to  take  place. 

I  know  Senator  Moynihan  also  must  be  given  credit  for  pushing 
this  process  ahead  on  the  Senate  side.  As  a  Democrat,  he  has  been 
the  leading  proponent  of  putting  the  work  requirement  into  wel- 
fare. 

We  have  got  to  stop  the  welfare  trap  that  has  been  produced  in 
this  country  and  it  has  been  just  laying  dormant  with  the  Congress 
doing  absolutely  nothing  about  it.  And  I  would  challenge  you,  Mr. 
Chairman,  before  the  end  of  this  Congress  to  come  forth  with  a  bill, 
pass  it,  have  it  on  the  President's  desk.  We  on  the  Republican  side 
are  happy  to  welcome  you  to  the  debate. 

We  have  been  debating  with  ourselves  on  the  Republican  side, 
and  now  it  is  time  that  we  do  go  to  work.  With  the  assistance  of 
the  administration,  there  is  no  question  but  that  by  the  end  of  this 
Congress,  we  can  come  to  the  aid  of  welfare  recipients,  we  can  re- 
quire work,  we  can  give  job  training,  we  can  give  people  a  second 
chance  at  life  and  self-empowerment  so  they  can  guide  their  own 
future  and  not  be  slaves  of  a  system  that  is  archaic  and  should  be 
done  away  with  in  favor  of  self-empowerment.  This  is  a  bill  for  in- 
vestment in  people  and  there  is  no  better  investment  we  can  make 
in  this  country. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Thank  vou,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  going  to  be  very 
brief.  First,  I  would  like  to  welcome  Secretary  Shalala  before  us 
today.  Her  testimony  is  always  very  powerful,  and  we  appreciate 
the  time  she  has  taken  and,  of  course,  I  would  just  like  to  commend 
Secretary  Shalala.  Your  team,  made  up  of  Bruce  Reed  from  the 
White  House  and  Mary  Jo  Bane  and  David  Ellwood,  have  really 
done  a  tremendous  job  in  putting  together  a  package  given  the  con- 
flicts there  are  and  the  difficulties  in  the  welfare  system  in  Amer- 
ica today,  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  as  we  move 
through  the  legislative  process  over  the  next  few  months. 

And  I  might  just  mention  that  I  was  part,  I  think,  a  number  of 
Members  on  both  sides,  certainly.  Chairman  Ford,  was  part  of  the 
1988  welfare  reform  bill  that  President  Clinton  played  such  a  sig- 
nificant role  in.  His  interest  in  this  has  been  tremendous  over  the 
last  decade,  and  he  is  obviously  singularly  responsible  for  making 
this  issue  a  major  issue  for  all  Americans. 

The  1988  bill,  as  many  of  you  recall,  started  off  as  a  bill  in  which 
both  Democrats,  Repubhcans,  Liberals  and  Conservatives  and  Mod- 
erates, all  seemed  to  gravitate  around  because  it  had  work  require- 
ments and  also  it  had  the  funding  to  pay  for  the  work  require- 
ments. 

The  problem  of  course,  and  I  think  some  Members  on  the  other 
side  of  the  aisle  have  raised  this,  I  think  it  was  Mr.  Archer  who 
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raised  this,  was  that  the  program  did  not  fulfill  the  goals  that  we 
all  sought  to  achieve  in  1988,  and  the  reason  was  because  at  the 
last  hour  of  the  October  session,  in  the  early  morning,  actually  it 
was  around  1  or  2  o'clock,  much  of  the  funding  was  pulled  from  the 
legislation,  and  so  we  put  mandatory  requirements  on  the  States, 
We  put  goals  that  were  not  achievable  because  the  resources 
weren't  there. 

I  would  only  caution  those  people  who  are  interested  in  this  issue 
that  as  we  progress  with  this  matter,  that  either  we  lower  our  ex- 
pectations early  and  become  realistic  or  we  truly  say  and  believe 
and  carry  out  what  our  rhetoric  is  promoting  at  this  particular 
time  because  I  don't  think  we  in  America  could  go  through  another 
battle  on  welfare  and  not  actually  achieve  success. 

The  American  public  would  be  outraged  if  in  the  decade  that  we 
are  in,  we  took  two  bites  and  we  didn  t  achieve  those  kinds  of  re- 
forms that  we  really  and  truly  want,  so  I  look  forward  to  working 
with  you,  Secretary  Shalala,  and  the  administration  and  your 
team. 

Thank  you. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Madam  Secretary,  you  have  heard  a 
large  dose  of  where  most  of  the  members  of  this  committee  stand, 
and  I  am  sure  you  will  be  able  to  work  this  out  with  them. 

Just  very  briefly,  the  Governor  of  Florida  called  me  Saturday 
morning  while  I  was  down  in  Florida,  got  a  hold  of  me,  got  me  out 
of  swimming,  and  said  would  you  please  talk  to  the  administration 
and  the  Secretary  about  the  waivers  that  Florida  has  and  so  if  you 
just  take  care  of  that,  it  would  help  me  a  whole  lot.  All  right. 

Thank  you,  Madam  Secretary.  We  will  let  you  go  right  ahead. 
Just  rest  assured  that  your  complete  statement  will  be  included  in 
the  record. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you.  Should  I  begin,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Mr.  Lewis.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Lewis. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Are  you  not  recognizing  other  members? 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  I  would  be  happy  to.  I  didn't  know 
you  wanted  recognition.  Go  right  ahead,  Mr.  Lewis. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you.  Madam  Sec- 
retary for  being  here.  Dr.  Bane.  Dr.  EUwood. 

I  would  like  to  thank  you.  Madam  Secretary,  for  joining  us  today. 
Madam  Secretary,  you  have  a  long  distinguished  and  rich  history 
of  standing  up,  speaking  out,  and  fighting  for  the  poor  and  those 
that  have  been  left  out  and  left  behind. 

I  commend  you.  Madam  Secretary,  and  others  in  the  administra- 
tion for  your  leadership  in  bringing  forth  a  welfare  reform  bill. 

We  need  to  reform  welfare,  not  because  people  on  welfare  do  not 
work,  but  because  the  system  does  not  work.  The  taxpayers  don't 
like  it.  The  people  who  are  on  welfare  don't  like  it.  We  must  build 
a  bridge  between  welfare  and  the  workplace.  We  must  return  hope 
and  opportunity  to  those  that  have  been  left  out  and,  yes,  left  be- 
hind. 

We  must  help  them  help  themselves.  We  must  provide  the  train- 
ing, child  care,  and  health  care  people  will  need  as  they  move  to- 
ward independence.  Effective  welfare  reform  will  not  be  cheap  and 
it  will  not  be  easy.  It  may  not  even  be  politically  correct.  But  it  is 


87-625  -  95  -  2 


26 

something  we  must  do.  Something  we  must  do  for  all  of  our  people, 
for  ourselves,  and  our  Nation's  children. 

Welfare  is  about  helping  those  less  fortunate  than  us.  It  is  about 
giving  poor  children  a  little  more  hope,  about  making  their  lives  a 
little  bit  better.  I  hope  that  as  we  reform  the  welfare  system,  my 
colleagues  will  not  lose  sight  of  these  children,  that  we  will  have 
the  courage  to  do  what  is  right  and  not  what  is  politically  expedi- 
ent. 

Madam  Secretary,  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  your 
staff. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  McDermott.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Yes,  Mr.  McDermott. 

Mr.  McDermott.  May  I  ask  unanimous  consent  to  enter  my 
statement  in  the  record:  I  simply  want  to  support  the  remarks  of 
Mr.  Reynolds.  I  think  the  kids  are  the  real  issue  here,  and  I  look 
forward  to  hearing  your  testimony. 

Acting  Chairman  GIBBONS.  Fine. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT  OF  REP.  JIM  MCDERMOTT 

WAYS  AND  MEANS  COMMITTEE 

HEARING  ON  THE  WORK  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  ACT  OF  1994 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman.   First  I  would  like  to  thank 
Chairman  Gibbons  for  holding  this  important  hearing. 

The  Welfare  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994  is  a  bold  effort 
to  turn  long  term  welfare  dependents  into  productive  workers,  and 
I  commend  the  President  as  well  as  Secretary  Shalala  and  her 
staff  for  all  their  hard  work  on  this  difficult  issue. 

As  I  look  through  the  Administrations  welfare  reform  bill  I 
am  pleased  to  see  that  many  of  the  best  ideas  in  the  bill  came 
from  states  efforts  to  reform  welfare. 

The  state  of  Washington  recently  passed  a  welfare  reform 
bill  that  includes  a  focus  on  teen  parents,  an  expectation  that 
recipients  should  work  rather  than  receive  welfare  and 
strengthened  parental  responsibility  --   most  of  the  best  parts 
of  the  Presidents  bill. 

Over  5%  of  Washington  states  population  is  on  welfare,  that 
is  over  220,000  persons  per  month,  including  150,000  children  , 
and  40%  of  these  people  have  been  on  welfare  for  over  two  years. 
These  are  the  people  that  our  welfare  system  has  to  better  serve. 

I  am  pleased  that  we  are  moving  forward  with  our  effort  to 
reform  welfare  and  I  hope  that  we  give  this  very  important  issue 
the  time  and  consideration  that  it  needs  and  deserves. 

The  reason  that  we  need  to  give  this  effort  to  reform 
welfare  great  consideration  is  that  whatever  we  do  here  will  have 
an  immediate  and  direct  effect  on  the  poor  children  of  this 
nation. 

We  have  got  to  keep  the  focus  on  the  children,  they  are  the 
ones  who  are  going  to  suffer  the  penalties  that  are  imposed  on 
their  parents  and  they  are  the  ones  we  need  to  protect. 

As  we  consider  welfare  it  is  my  hope  that  the  end  effect  on 
the  children  will  be  the  litmus  test  of  a  good  bill. 
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Mr.  Payne.  Mr.  Chairman. 
Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Payne. 

Mr.  Payne.  May  I  also  have  a  statement  entered  into  the  record? 
Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Certainly. 

Mr.  Payne.  And  welcome  the  Secretary  and  look  forward  to  your 
testimony. 
Acting  Chairman  GiBBONS.  All  right.  Fine.  OK 
[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  BY  REPRESENTATIVE  L.F.  PAYNE 
WELFARE  REFORM  HEARING  WITH  SECRETARY  DONNA  SHALALA 

July  14,  1994 


Thank  you  Madame  Secretary,  Dr ,  Ellwood,  and  Dr.  Bane  for 
appearing  before  the  Committee  today  to  discuss  the  Administration's 
welfare  reform  proposal.   I  am  pleased  that  the  Administration  has 
come  forward  with  a  serious  welfare  reform  plan,  "The  Work  and 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994." 

I  think  we  all  agree  that  the  current  welfare  system  is  broken. 
Instead  of  rewarding  work,  it  punishes  those  who  go  to  work;  instead 
of  strengthening  families,  the  system  penalizes  two-parent  families; 
and  instead  of  instilling  personal  responsibility,  it  lets  too  many 
fathers  who  owe  child  support  off  the  hook.   These  incentives  are  at 
odds  with  American  values.   Welfare  should  offer  transitional  support 
en  route  to  a  job  rather  than  subsidize  a  way  of  life  that  is  not 
connected  to  work,  family  and  parental  responsibility. 

I  am  an  original  cosponsor  of  the  Mainstream  Forum's  welfare 
reform  proposal,  H.R.  4414,  "The  Independence  for  Families  Act  of 
1994."   This  bill  has  five  fundamental  components:  (1)  limiting 
welfare  benefits  to  two  years;  (2)  rewarding  work  by  making  it  more 
attractive  to  work  than  remain  on  welfare;  (3)  establishing  paternity 
and  strictly  enforcing  child  support  payments;  (4)  emphasizing  family 
stability  and  individual  responsibility  by  limiting  new  benefits  to 
families  which  have  children  while  on  welfare;  and  (5)  revising  the 
welfare  system  to  lower  costs  and  reduce  fraud. 

I  look  forward  to  working  with  the  Administration  and  the 
members  of  this  committee,  both  Democrats  and  Republicans,  in 
developing  meaningful  welfare  reform  legislation  which  builds  upon 
these  five  principles. 
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Acting  Chairman  GiBBONS.  Madam  Secretary,  we  are  about 
ready  for  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DONNA  E.  SHALALA,  SECRETARY,  U.S. 
DEPARTMENT  OF  HEALTH  AND  HUMAN  SERVICES, 
ACCOMPANIED  BY  HON.  MARY  JO  BANE,  PH.D.,  ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY  FOR  CHILDREN  AND  FAMILIES  AND  HON.  DAVID 
T.  ELLWOOD,  PH.D.,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  PLANNING 
AND  EVALUATION 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  do  tell  our 
friend,  the  Grovemor  of  Florida,  that  I  am  working  very  hard  on  his 
waiver  and  hope  to  have  news  soon  for  him. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Thank  you. 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  be- 
fore you  today.  We  are  very  pleased  that  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  is  holding  a  hearing  on  the  Work  and  Responsibility  Act 
of  1994  so  soon  after  its  introduction. 

I  am  joined  here  today  by  two  of  the  key  architects  of  this  legisla- 
tion, two  of  the  Nation's  leading  experts  on  welfare,  Dr.  Mary  Jo 
Bane,  our  Assistant  Secretary  for  Children  and  Families  and  Dr. 
David  Ellwood,  the  Assistant  Secretary  for  Planning  and  Evalua- 
tion. Together  with  Bruce  Reed,  the  Deputy  Assistant  to  the  Presi- 
dent for  Domestic  Policy,  who  is  sitting  in  the  audience,  Drs.  Bane 
and  Ellwood  have  cochaired  the  President's  Welfare  Reform  Task 
Force  that  collected  the  advice  of  several  hundred  experts,  welfare 
recipients,  and  service  providers  and  helped  to  draft  the  legislation. 

I  have  submitted  a  more  detailed  one  for  the  record.  This  state- 
ment will  be  relatively  brief,  and  I  will  concentrate  my  oral  re- 
marks on  the  plan's  underlying  themes  and  principles.  Let  me 
begin  by  quoting  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  'Thirty  years  ago" — ^you  have 
been  a  champion  of  social  and  economic  opportunity  in  this  country 
since  the  sixties,  in  a  statement  30  years  ago  supporting  the  Eco- 
nomic Opportunity  Act  of  1964,  you  said,  "There  is  a  national  pur- 
pose to  this  legislation  that  we  can  raise  up  every  American,  not 
by  a  handout,  not  by  a  giveaway,  not  by  any  magic  hocus  pocus, 
but  by  the  same  fine  American  principles  that  have  supported  this 
country." 

That  same  statement  could  be  said  today  about  the  Work  and 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994.  Welfare,  as  we  know  it,  has  become  a 
national  tragedy.  More  than  14  million  Americans  depend  on 
monthly  welfare  checks  that  now  cost  taxpayers  more  than  $22  bil- 
lion. 

In  the  last  5  years  alone,  well  over  3  million  recipients  have  been 
added  to  the  AFDC  rolls  and  nearly  1  of  4  children  currently  lives 
in  poverty.  President  Clinton,  his  Cfabinet,  and  many  of  us  both  in- 
side and  outside  his  administration  have  worked  long  and  hard  to 
put  together  this  legislation  and  we  are  proud  of  the  result.  The 
Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994  will  fundamentally  change 
this  country's  approach  to  helping  young  parents  move  from  de- 
pendence to  independence. 

And  equally  as  important,  it  will  improve  the  quality  of  life  for 
millions  of  young  children.  America's  children,  increasingly  our 
poorest  citizens,  deserve  a  chance  to  grow  up  to  opportunity,  not 
poverty  and  hopelessness. 
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This  welfare  reform  proposal  must  be  viewed  in  the  context  of 
the  President's  overall  commitment  to  empowering  and  revitalizing 
America's  families  and  communities.  It  joins  such  initiatives  as 
health  care  reform,  the  school-to-work  program,  Head  Start  expan- 
sion, EITC,  preschool  immunizations,  empowerment  zones  and  en- 
terprise communities  as  part  of  one  of  the  most  coherent  and  com- 
prehensive domestic  packages  in  the  history  of  this  Nation. 

If  there  is  one  thing  that  stands  out  most  from  our  nationwide 
hearings  and  consultations  on  welfare  reform,  it  is  that  our  current 
system  doesn't  work  and  nobody  likes  it,  least  of  all  the  people  who 
depend  on  it  for  help,  the  welfare  recipients  themselves,  as  Mr. 
Lewis  so  eloquently  pointed  out.  So  as  Congress  debates  this  issue, 
we  know  it  won't  be  about  whether  or  not  we  need  welfare  reform. 
We  all  agree  on  that.  The  question  is  how  best  to  go  about  it. 

The  welfare  system  will  continue  to  be  part  of  the  problem  rather 
than  part  of  the  solution  unless  dramatic  changes  are  made.  We 
believe  that  we  have  put  on  the  table  a  bold  and  balanced  plan  that 
will  really  make  a  difference.  Under  our  plan  in  the  year  2000,  al- 
most 1  million  people  will  either  be  working  or  completely  off  wel- 
fare because  of  reform.  Even  using  conservative  assumptions,  our 
projections  show  that  by  the  year  2000,  more  than  330,000  adults 
who  would  otherwise  have  been  on  the  welfare  rolls  will  have  left 
those  rolls,  222,000  parents  will  be  working  part  time  in 
unsubsidized  jobs,  and  394,000  adults  will  be  in  subsidized  jobs  in 
the  work  program,  up  from  15,000  in  work  experience  programs 
today. 

In  addition,  another  873,000  recipients  in  the  year  2000  will  be 
in  the  time-limited  education  or  training  programs  leading  to  em- 
ployment, and,  by  that  time.  Federal  child  support  collections  will 
have  more  than  doubled  from  $9  billion  to  $20  billion. 

Let  me  add  that  we  do  hope  to  proceed  on  welfare  reform  in  a 
bipartisan  manner.  In  fact,  as  has  been  pointed  out,  there  are 
many  similarities  between  our  bill,  between  the  Mainstream  Forum 
legislation  and  the  major  Republican  alternative  in  the  House.  All 
share  the  President's  vision  for  reform,  making  public  assistance  a 
transitional  program  leading  to  mandatory  work.  All  provide  fund- 
ing for  education,  for  training,  for  child  care,  and  for  job  creation. 
And  all  recognize  that  it  will  require  an  investment  of  time  and 
money  on  the  front  end  to  move  young  mothers  toward  self- 
sufficiency. 

But  unlike  some  other  proposals  that  would  overburden  States 
with  unrealistic  participation  requirements,  States  have  told  us 
that  our  phasein  strategy  is  both  effective  and  feasible.  Our  welfare 
reform  strategy  has  three  overarching  proposals,  work,  responsibil- 
ity, and  reaching  the  next  generation. 

First,  work.  Under  the  President's  plan,  welfare  will  be  about  a 
paycheck  not  a  welfare  check.  From  day  one,  the  new  system  will 
focus  on  making  young  mothers  self-sufficient.  Each  recipient  will 
join  with  her  caseworker  in  designing  an  employability  plan  which 
is  really  a  work  and  training  agreement  designed  to  move  her  into 
a  real  job  as  quickly  as  possible.  And  we  expect  that  many  recipi- 
ents will  be  working  well  before  they  hit  the  2-year  time  limit. 

The  key  to  ensuring  the  success  of  this  transition  from  welfare 
to  work  is  expanding  on  the  JOBS  program  which  is  the  comer- 
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stone  of  the  Family  Support  Act  of  1988  that  was  championed  by 
then  Governor  Bill  Clinton  and  many  people  in  this  room. 

Under  our  proposal,  we  would  increase  funding  for  the  JOBS  pro- 
gram by  $2.8  billion  by  the  year  2000  and  help  States  draw  down 
the  full  amount  of  available  Federal  funds.  We  will  also  increase 
the  Federal  match.  This  would  provide  GED  classes,  job  training, 
and  job  placement  assistance  for  millions  more  women. 

We  will  also  link  the  JOBS  program  with  other  mainstream 
JOBS  training  programs  such  as  the  Job  Partnership  Training  Act, 
the  new  school-to-work  initiative  and  Pell  grants.  Our  enhanced 
JOBS  program  effectively  changes  the  welfare  system  from  one 
which  sends  out  checks  to  one  that  prepares  people  to  go  out  and 
earn  paychecks. 

Over  the  next  5  years,  we  would  also  increase  child  care  funding 
for  those  in  mandatory  education  and  training  and  in  the  work 
slots  with  $2.7  billion  with  an  additional  increase  of  $1.5  billion  for 
child  care  for  the  working  poor. 

These  crucial  investments  will  eliminate  major  barriers  to  work 
for  many  women.  Moving  people  from  welfare  to  work  also  means 
making  certain  that  work  pays  in  this  country  ending  the  perverse 
incentives  that  lead  countless  people  to  opt  for  welfare  over  work, 
even  though  they  want  to  enter  the  work  force. 

Today  70  percent  of  those  on  welfare  leave  the  system  within  2 
years,  but  the  vast  majority  of  them  return  often  because  the  low- 
paying  jobs  they  get  don't  come  with  essential  benefits  like  health 
care  and  child  care. 

So  we  need  to  concentrate  both  on  moving  people  off  welfare  and 
most  important  on  helping  them  stay  off. 

There  are  three  major  steps  to  making  sure  that  work  pays  in 
this  country  and  the  President  and  the  Congress  have  already 
taken  the  first  one.  Last  summer's  $21  billion  expansion  of  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  was  a  giant  step  toward  making  it  pos- 
sible for  low-wage  workers  to  lift  themselves  and  their  families  out 
of  poverty  and  to  avoid  having  to  go  on  welfare  in  the  first  place. 

When  fully  implemented,  the  EITC  expansion  will  effectively 
make  a  $4.25-per-hour  minimum  wage  job  pay  nearly  $6  per  hour 
for  a  family  with  a  single  wage  earner  and  two  children.  Let  me 
repeat  that.  When  fully  implemented,  the  EITC  expansion  will  ef- 
fectively take  the  $4.25-per-hour  minimum  wage  job  and  turn  it 
into  a  $6-per-hour  job  for  a  family  with  a  single  wage  earner  and 
two  children. 

The  second  step  in  our  strategy  to  make  work  pay  and  to 
strengthen  working  people  in  this  country  is  to  provide  affordable 
accessible  quality  child  care  for  families  on  cash  assistance  and  for 
working  poor  families. 

Third  step,  of  course,  is  guaranteeing  health  care  security  for  all 
Americans,  particularly  for  every  American  that  gets  up  and  goes 
to  work.  This  committee  has  shown  great  leadership  in  moving  to 
the  floor  of  the  House  of  Representatives  a  health  care  reform  bill 
that  provides  all  working  families  with  guaranteed  health  insur- 
ance. I  would  only  underscore  that  we  cannot  succeed  with  sweep- 
ing welfare  reform  unless  we  succeed  in  passing  health  care  re- 
form, health  care  reform  that  covers  all  working  families. 


33 

Some  studies  suggest  that  7  to  15  percent  of  the  current  welfare 
caseload,  at  least  1  million  adults  and  their  children  are  on  welfare 
simply  to  qualify  for  Medicaid.  A  1994  Urban  Institute  study  found 
that  over  a  20-month  period  only  8  percent  of  those  who  were  on 
AFDC  and  went  to  work  were  able  to  find  a  job  with  health  care. 

We  believe  that  people  should  not  have  to  choose  welfare  over 
work  just  to  get  health  coverage  for  their  children  and  when  Con- 
gress passes  health  care  reform,  our  hope  is  that  this  perverse  in- 
centive to  stay  on  welfare  will  end  forever. 

These  elements  will  bolster  the  entry-level  job  so  that  it  will  be- 
come a  sturdy  springboard  to  self-sufficiency,  not  a  trapdoor  lead- 
ing back  to  welfare.  We  believe  by  strengthening  the  entry-level 
job,  we  will  strengthen  the  ability  of  all  working  families  in  this 
country  to  support  themselves  and  their  children  without  having  to 
rely  on  public  assistance,  and  we  will  help  those  who  are  struggling 
to  move  from  welfare  to  work  break  the  cycle  of  poverty  and  sus- 
tain their  independence. 

But  let  me  make  this  point  clear:  The  only  way  to  get  cash  sup- 
port under  our  new  bill  after  2  years  is  to  go  to  work,  preferably 
to  an  unsubsidized  private  sector  job,  but  if  necessary,  to  a  sub- 
sidized work  program.  And  we  are  talking  about  work  for  wages, 
not  workfare,  and  here  I  would  argue  that  our  bill  is  tougher  and 
smarter  than  some  of  the  alternatives  because  unlike  traditional 
workfare,  there  is  real  accountability  in  our  approach.  In  tradi- 
tional workfare,  the  welfare  check  is  still  the  bottom  line  because 
it  is  so  time  consuming,  difficult,  and  bureaucratic  to  sanction 
someone  who  fails  to  meet  her  responsibility. 

In  our  work  program,  recipients  will  get  jobs  in  the  private  sector 
whenever  possible  and  the  public  sector  only  when  necessary.  They 
will  only  be  paid  for  hours  worked  and  they  will  get  a  paycheck, 
not  a  welfare  check,  wages,  not  workfare.  This  is  a  straightforward 
and  radical  end  to  the  status  quo. 

The  second  pillar  of  our  plan  is  responsibility,  responsibility  for 
both  parents.  We  believe  that  mothers  and  fathers  must  be  held  re- 
sponsible for  the  support  of  their  children.  Our  plan  provides  time- 
limited  benefits  for  teenage  mothers,  but  only  if  they  live  with  their 
parents  or  a  responsible  adult,  identify  their  child's  father,  and 
stay  in  school.  Teen  parents  must  finish  high  school. 

We  all  know  that  a  high  school  diploma  dramatically  increases 
a  person's  job  prospects  and  their  self-esteem.  This  is  a  critical  part 
of  our  strategy  for  improving  the  lives  of  young  parents  and  their 
children.  We  are  also  putting  in  place  stringent  new  sanctions  to 
make  sure  that  fathers  pay  child  support  because  it  is  not  accept- 
able for  fathers  to  walk  away  from  the  children  they  helped  bring 
into  the  world. 

Our  third  goal  is  reaching  the  next  generation.  Working  to  pre- 
vent teen  pregnancy  and  out-of-wedlock  births  is  a  critical  part  of 
our  plan.  I  don't  have  to  tell  you  how  big  a  challenge  that  is,  and 
it  would  be  naive  to  suggest  the  government  can  do  it  alone. 

We  are  well  aware  that  reducing  the  incidence  of  unmarried  teen 
pregnancy  will  require  involvement  at  every  sector  of  our  society. 
The  link  between  unmarried  teen  births  and  poverty  is  clear.  Ac- 
cording to  the  Anthony  Casey  Foundation,  approximately  80  per- 
cent of  the  children  bom  to  teen  parents  who  dropped  out  of  high 
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school  and  did  not  marry  are  poor.  In  contrast,  only  8  percent  bom 
to  married  high  school  graduates  age  20  or  older  are  poor. 

We  are  absolutely  committed  to  promoting  abstinence-based  pro- 
grams in  the  school  as  a  key  to  preventing  teen  pregnancy,  and  we 
are  equally  determined  to  build  our  strategy  on  the  best  available 
research. 

Our  legislation  would  set  up  a  new  grant  program  to  test  and 
rigorously  evaluate  comprehensive  community-based  approaches  to 
reducing  teen  pregnancy.  These  grants  are  intended  to  galvanize 
local  efforts  and  to  inspire  communities  to  work  together.  We  would 
also  set  up  a  national  clearinghouse  to  allow  States  to  share  ideas 
and  findings. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  believe  that  the  goal  of  reaching  out  first  to 
the  next  generation  is  both  socially  responsible  and  fiscally  wise. 
It  is  also  very  tough. 

Our  plan  correctly  targets  initial  resources  to  young  women  with 
the  most  at  risk  and  the  most  to  gain.  By  phasing  in  young  parents 
first,  we  can  begin  to  break  the  cycle  of  dependency,  but  although 
we  initially  limit  the  requirements  placed  on  cash  strapped  States 
and  local  governments,  we  will  also  allow  any  State  to  phase  in 
time  limits  and  other  new  rules  faster  if  they  wish,  and  by  empha- 
sizing the  necessity  of  staying  in  school,  postponing  pregnancy,  and 
preparing  for  work,  we  are  sending  a  clear  message  to  the  next 
generation  of  young  Americans  that  welfare  as  we  know  it  has 
ended. 

Overall,  our  approach  combines  real  supports  and  real  incentives 
with  real  sanctions  and  unlike  some  of  the  more  extremist  alter- 
natives that  have  been  talked  about,  we  believe  that  it  is  both  bal- 
anced and  fair,  and  that  includes  our  financing  plan  which  requires 
no  new  taxes  and  no  increase  in  the  budget  deficit. 

We  believe  that  this  issue  is  critical,  that  welfare  reform  is  about 
nothing  less  than  our  vision  of  what  kind  of  a  country  we  want  to 
be. 

Do  we  want  to  be  a  country  that  encourages  work  over  depend- 
ency? Do  we  want  to  be  a  country  that  expects  our  young  people 
to  act  responsibly?  Do  we  want  to  be  a  country  that  rewards  hard 
work  and  fair  play  and  accepts  nothing  less?  Do  we  want  to  be  a 
country  that  helps  provide  a  brighter  future  for  our  children? 

The  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994  answers  those  ques- 
tions with  a  resounding  yes,  and  we  believe  this  bill  will  truly 
strengthen  America's  families  and  communities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  and  the  members  of  this  committee  have 
shown  real  leadership  on  this  issue.  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
all  of  you  as  you  begin  your  work  on  this  historic  legislation. 

Thank  you  for  your  patience  and  your  attention  and  we  would  be 
pleased  to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have  at  this  time. 

[The  prepared  statement  and  attachments  follow:] 
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DONNA  SHALALA 

SECRETARY 

U.S.    DEPARTMENT   OF   HEALTH   AND   HXJMAN   SERVICES 

BEFORE   THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

U.S.  HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 

JULY  14,  1994 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee  for  the 
invitation  to  appear  before  you  today.  I  am  very  pleased  that 
the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  is  holding  a  hearing  on  the  Work  and 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994  so  soon  after  its  introduction. 

I  am  joined  here  today  by  two  of  the  key  architects  of  this 
legislation,  Dr.  Mary  Jo  Bane,  HHS  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Children  and  Families,  and  Dr.  David  Ellwood,  HHS  Assistant 
Secretary  for  Planning  and  Evaluation.  Together  with  Bruce  Reed, 
Deputy  Assistant  to  the  President  for  Domestic  Policy,  Drs.  Bane 
and  Ellwood  have  co-chaired  a  task  force  appointed  by  the 
President  that  sought  the  advice  of  several  hundred  experts, 
welfare  recipients,  and  service  providers  in  the  design  of  this 
visionary  plan. 

Welfare  as  we  know  it  has  become  a  national  tragedy.  More 
than  14  million  Americans  depend  on  monthly  AFDC  checks  that  now 
cost  taxpayers  more  than  $22  billion  dollars  each  year.  In  the 
last  five  years  alone,  well  over  3  million  recipients  have  been 
added  to  the  AFDC  rolls.  Almost  30  percent  of  all  births  are  to 
unmarried  mothers.  And  nearly  one  in  four  children  currently 
lives  in  poverty.  Too  many  children  grow  up  in  households  where 
none  of  the  adults  are  working. 

President  Clinton,  and  many  of  us  —  both  inside  and  outside 
of  his  Administration  —  have  worked  long  and  hard  to  put 
together  this  legislation.   And  we  are  proud  of  the  result. 

The  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994  will  fundamentally 
change  this  country's  approach  to  helping  young  parents  move  from 
dependence  to  independence.  And,  equally  important,  it  will 
improve  the  quality  of  life  for  millions  of  young  children. 
America's  children  —  increasingly  our  poorest  citizens  — 
deserve  a  chance  to  grow  up  to  opportunity,  not  poverty  and 
hopelessness. 

If  there  is  one  thing  that  stands  out  the  most  from  our 
nationwide  hearings  on  this  issue,  it  is  that,  our  current  system 
doesn't  work  and  nobody  likes  it  —  least  of  all  the  people  who 
depend  most  on  it  for  help  —  welfare  recipients  themselves.  So 
as  Congress  debates  this  issue,  we  know  it  won't  be  about  whether 
or  not  we  need  welfare  reform  —  we  all  agree  on  that.  The 
question  is  how  best  to  go  about  it. 

As  the  distinguished  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Committee 
know,  there  is  no  magic  solution  for  the  complex  problem  of 
chronic  welfare  dependency  and  poverty.  But  that  should  not 
deter  us  from  meeting  this  challenge  head-on. 

This  issue  has  become  even  more  urgent  in  light  of  some 
disturbing  trends:  more  and  more  children  today  are  born  to 
teenage  mothers  and  outside  of  marriage.  Almost  half  of  all 
single  mothers  receiving  AFDC  —  about  42  percent  —  are  or  have 
been  teenage  mothers. 

The  welfare  system  will  continue  to  be  part  of  the  problem 
rather  than  part  of  the  solution  unless  dramatic  changes  are 
made.  We  believe  we  have  put  on  the  table  a  bold,  balanced  plan 
that  will  really  make  a  difference. 


Under  our  plan,  by  the  year  2000,  almost  one  million  people 
will  either  be  working  or  completely  off  welfare.  Even  using 
conservative  assumptions,  our  projections  show  that  more  than 
330,000  adults  who  would  otherwise  have  been  on  welfare  will  have 
left  the  rolls  by  that  time.  About  222,000  adults  will  be 
working  part-time  in  unsubsidized  jobs.  And  394,000  adults  will 
be  in  subsidized  jobs  in  the  WORK  Program  —  up  from  15,000  in 
work  experience  programs  now.  In  addition,  another  873,000 
recipients  in  the  year  2000  will  be  in  time-limited  education  or 
training  programs  leading  to  employment.  And  by  that  time, 
federal  child  support  collections  will  have  more  than  doubled, 
from  $9  billion  to  $20  billion. 

Let  me  add  that  we  hope  to  proceed  on  welfare  reform  in  a 
bipartisan  manner.  In  fact,  there  are  many  similarities  between 
our  bill  and  the  two  major  Republican  alternatives  in  the  House 
and  Senate.  Both  share  the  President's  vision  for  reform,  making 
public  assistance  a  transitional  program  leading  to  mandatory 
work.  Both  provide  funding  for  education,  training,  child  care, 
and  job  creation.  And  both  recognize  that  it  will  require  an 
investment  of  time  and  money  to  move  young  mothers  toward  self- 
sufficiency. 

Our  welfare  reform  strategy  has  three  overarching 
principles:  work,  responsibility,  and  reaching  the  next 
generation. 

WORK 

Under  the  President's  welfare  reform  plan,  welfare  will  be 
about  a  paycheck,  not  a  welfare  check.  To  reinforce  and  reward 
work,  our  approach  is  based  on  a  simple  compact.  Support,  job 
training,  and  child  care  will  be  provided  to  help  people  move 
from  dependence  to  independence.  But  time  limits  will  ensure 
that  anyone  who  can  work,  must  work  —  in  the  private  sector  if 
possible,  in  a  temporary,  subsidized  job  if  necessary.  These 
reforms  will  make  welfare  a  transitional  system  leading  to  work. 

As  a  crucial  ingredient  of  reform,  support  will  be  provided 
to  help  people  keep  jobs  once  they  get  them.  Tax  credits,  health 
care  and  child  care  will  make  it  possible  for  everyone  who  works 
to  be  better  off  than  they  were  on  welfare,  and  for  even  workers 
in  entry-level  jobs  to  support  their  families. 

The  key  to  ensuring  the  success  of  this  transition  from 
welfare  to  work  is  expanding  on  the  success  of  the  Job 
Opportunities  and  Basic  Skills  or  JOBS  program.  JOBS  is  the 
cornerstone  of  the  Family  Support  Act  of  1988  (FSA)  ,  that  was 
championed  by  members  of  this  Committee,  Senator  Moynihan  and 
then-Governor  Bill  Clinton. 

FSA  paved  the  way  for  our  reforms  by  introducing  the 
expectation  that  welfare  should  be  a  period  of  preparation  for 
self-sufficiency,  and  by  recognizing  the  need  for  investment  in 
education,  training,  and  employment  services  for  welfare 
recipients. 

However,  the  JOBS  Training  program  created  by  the  FSA  did 
not  change  the  welfare  system  as  much  as  was  intended.  Because 
of  its  broad  exemption  policy  and  relatively  low  participation 
rates,  only  a  small  portion  of  the  AFDC  caseload  is  actually 
required  to  participate  in  the  JOBS  program.  Only  16  percent  of 
mandatory  participants  engaged  in  work  or  training  activities  in 
fiscal  year  1992.  Since  only  43  percent  of  the  adult  caseload 
are  considered  mandatory  participants,  the  actual  percentage  of 
the  caseload  involved  in  the  JOBS  program  is  even  smaller.  In 
reality,  few  recipients,  especially  those  at-risk  of  long-term 
welfare  dependency,  are  moving  toward  employment  that  will  enable 
them  to  leave  AFDC. 
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The  FSA  has  worked  best  where  states  have  used  it  to  change 
the  culture  of  the  welfare  office  to  one  focusing  on  moving 
people  quickly  toward  work  and  independence.  The  Riverside 
County  GAIN  program,  for  example,  has  significantly  increased 
recipients'  hours  of  work  and  earnings. 

The  President's  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  seeks  to  change 
this  by  replacing  AFDC  with  a  new  transitional  assistance  program 
that  includes  four  key  elements:  a  personal  employability  plan; 
training,  education  and  placement  assistance  to  move  people  from 
welfare  to  work;  a  two-year  time  limit;  and  work  requirements. 
We  also  propose  a  significant  narrowing  of  the  participation 
exemptions  contained  in  current  law. 

Making  Welfare  a  Transition  to  Work;    Building  on  the  JOBS 
Program 

Our  philosophy  is  simple  and  fair:  all  parents  who  receive 
cash  support  must  do  something  to  help  themselves.  The  JOBS 
program  will  be  the  centerpiece  of  the  public  assistance  system. 

From  day  one,  the  new  system  will  focus  on  making  young 
mothers  self-sufficient.  Each  applicant  will  sign  an  agreement 
to  move  quickly  toward  independence  in  return  for  assistance. 
Working  with  a  caseworker,  each  recipient  will  develop  an 
employability  plan  —  a  work  and  training  agreement  —  designed 
to  move  that  person  into  an  unsubsidized  job  as  quickly  as 
possible.  Participants  who  are  job-ready  will  immediately  be 
engaged  in  a  job  search  and  anyone  offered  a  job  will  be  required 
to  take  it.  We  expect  that  many  recipients  will  be  working  well 
before  they  hit  the  two-year  time  limit. 

Several  mechanisms  will  integrate  the  JOBS  program  with 
other  education  and  training  programs  to  expand  access  to  the 
system  and  reduce  the  administrative  burden  on  States.  Our  plan 
also  will  ensure  that  even  those  unable  to  participate  in 
education,  training  or  work  still  meet  certain  expectations. 

It  is  important  to  note  that  our  proposal  defers  only  people 
with  a  disability  or  those  who  need  to  care  for  a  disabled  child; 
mothers  with  infants  under  one  year  old;  and  certain  people 
living  in  remote  areas.  AFDC  mothers  who  have  additional 
children  while  on  assistance  will  be  deferred  for  only  12  weeks 
after  the  child's  birth. 

In  contrast,  current  law  allows  much  broader  exemptions  for 
women  with  any  child  under  three,  young  mothers  under  16,  and 
women  in  their  second  trimester  of  pregnancy. 

By  the  year  2000,  these  changes  will  move  us  from  a 
situation  in  which  almost  three  quarters  (73  percent)  of  the 
target  group  are  neither  working  nor  expected  to  participate  in 
training,  to  one  in  which  more  than  three  quarters  (77  percent) 
of  the  phased-in  group  are  either  off  welfare,  working,  or  in  a 
mandatory  time-limited  placement  and  training  program. 

In  short,  JOBS  participation  will  be  greatly  expanded 
through  increased  participation  rates,  and  JOBS  participants  will 
participate  in  more  work  experience,  education,  and  training 
programs.  To  achieve  this,  we  have  given  states  and  localities 
flexibility  in  designing  the  exact  mix  of  JOBS  program  services. 
Employability  plans  may  be  adjusted  as  a  family's  situation 
changes.  But  parents  who  refuse  to  stay  in  school,  or  look  for 
work  or  attend  job  training  programs  will  be  sanctioned, 
generally  by  losing  their  share  of  the  AFDC  grant. 

In  addition,  the  Federal  cap  on  JOBS  spending  will  be 
increased  from  $1  billion  to  $1.75  billion  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
Over  the  five-year  period  between  1996  and  the  year  2000,  we  will 
increase  JOBS  spending  by  $2.8  billion—a  56  percent  increase 


over  current  spending.  The  capped  entitlement  for  JOBS  will  rise 
further  if  the  national  unemployment  rate  reaches  7  percent  or 
higher . 

As  members  of  this  Committee  know,  the  current  JOBS  program 
is  hampered  by  many  states'  inability  to  draw  down  the  full 
amount  of  available  Federal  funds.  In  fact,  states  spent  only 
slightly  more  than  two-thirds  (68  percent)  of  the  total  available 
Federal  JOBS  allotment  in  fiscal  year  1992.  To  help  States  draw 
down  their  full  allotment,  the  Federal  match  rate  will  be 
increased  —  by  five  percentage  points  over  the  current  JOBS 
match  rate  in  1996,  rising  to  10  percentage  points  over  the 
current  JOBS  match  rate  by  the  year  2000.  The  minimum  Federal 
match  will  be  7  0  percent  in  that  year. 

Specific  examples  best  illustrate  the  impact  of  these 
changes:  In  fiscal  year  1994,  we  estimate  that  Florida  will 
spend  $13  million  in  state  monies  on  JOBS,  which  will  allow  it  to 
draw  down  $19  million  in  Federal  JOBS  funding.  Under  the  new 
match  rate,  Florida  could  maintain  its  current  level  of  spending 
and  draw  down  $23  million  in  Federal  funds  in  fiscal  year  1996. 
The  same  amount  of  state  funds  ($13  million)  could  draw  down 
$26  million  in  fiscal  year  1998  and  $28  million  in  fiscal  year 
1999  —  that  is  a  47  percent  increase  between  fiscal  year  1994 
and  fiscal  year  1999.  We  estimate  that  Tennessee  would 
experience  a  53  percent  increase  in  Federal  JOBS  funding  between 
fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1999  under  this  new  match,  while 
Texas  would  experience  a  78  percent  increase  over  the  same 
period.  Pennsylvania  would  experience  a  50  percent  increase  in 
Federal  funds  between  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1999  under 
the  new  match  rate.  For  your  information,  I  have  attached  to  my 
testimony  a  summary  of  the  increased  amount  of  federal  JOBS 
funding  that  states  represented  on  the  Committee  could  expect 
under  our  proposal. 

In  addition,  a  single  match  rate  for  direct  program  costs, 
administrative  costs  and  work-related  supportive  services  will 
replace  the  current  system's  varying  match  rates.  Provisions 
also  have  been  incorporated  that  address  unemployment — during 
periods  of  high  state  unemployment,  the  state  match  for  JOBS  (and 
WORK  and  At-Risk  Child  Care)  would  be  reduced. 

As  you  know.  President  Clinton  was  the  first  person  to 
propose  national  time  limits  on  welfare  benefits.  The  cumulative 
two-year  time  limit  on  benefits  will  give  both  recipients  and 
caseworkers  a  structure  of  continuous  movement  toward  fulfilling 
the  objectives  of  the  employability  plan  and,  ultimately,  finding 
a  job.  We  believe  that  only  with  time  limits  will  recipients  and 
caseworkers  know  without  a  doubt  that  welfare  has  changed 
forever.  And  only  then  will  the  focus  really  be  on  work  and 
independence . 

States  will,  however,  be  permitted  to  grant  a  limited  number 
of  extensions  for  completion  of  an  education  or  training  program, 
or  for  those  who  are  learning-disabled,  illiterate,  or  facing 
other  serious  obstacles  to  employment.  And  in  order  to  encourage 
states  to  meet  their  responsibilities,  we  require  them  to  grant 
extensions  to  persons  who  have  reached  the  time  limit  but  who 
have  not  been  provided  employment-related  services  specified  in 
their  employability  plan.  Extensions  in  all  of  these  categories 
will  be  limited  to  10  percent. 

The  WORK  Program:   Work  not  Welfare  After  Two  Years. 

If  the  time  limit  is  reached,  welfare  ends  and  people  are 
expected  to  work.  We  recognize  that  some  recipients  will  reach 
the  end  of  the  two-year  limit  without  having  found  a  job,  despite 
their  best  efforts  —  and  we  are  committed  to  providing  them  with 
the  opportunity  to  support  their  families  if  they  are  willing  to 
work.   Each  state  will  be  required  to  operate  a  WORK  program  that 


makes  paid  work  assignments  available  to  recipients  who  have 
reached  the  time  limit  for  cash  assistance. 

The  WORK  program  is  different  from  "workfare"  (or  CWEP) 
programs.  Workers  will  receive  a  paycheck  based  on  the  hours 
they  actually  work.  They  will  not  be  guaranteed  a  welfare  check 
and  sent  out  to  a  work  site.  Those  who  do  not  show  up  for  work 
will  not  get  paid.  This  is  a  straight-forward  and  radical  end  to 
the  status  quo. 

To  move  people  into  unsubsidized  private  sector  jobs  as 
quickly  as  possible,  participants  will  be  required  to  perform  an 
extensive  job  search  before  entering  the  WORK  program,  and  after 
each  WORK  assignment.  No  single  WORK  assignment  will  last  more 
than  12  months  and  participants  will  typically  be  paid  the 
minimum  wage.  States  will  be  allowed  to  pursue  any  of  a  wide 
range  of  strategies  to  provide  work  for  those  who  have  reached 
the  two-year  limit,  including  subsidized  private-sector  jobs, 
public-sector  positions,  contracts  with  for-profit  placement 
firms,  agreements  with  non-profit  agencies,  and  microenterprise 
and  self -employment  efforts. 

To  create  a  further  incentive  to  find  an  unsubsidized  job, 
participants  in  subsidized  WORK  positions  will  not  receive  the 
Earned  Income  Tax  Credit;  ensuring  that  any  unsubsidized  job  will 
pay  more  than  a  subsidized  work  assignment.  Anyone  who  turns 
down  a  private  sector  job  will  be  removed  from  the  rolls,  as  will 
people  who  refuse  to  make  good  faith  efforts  to  obtain  available 
jobs. 

The  WORK  program  will  begin  in  1998,  and  it  should  cost  $1.2 
billion  in  Federal  dollars  during  the  first  five  years.  By  2000, 
the  WORK  program  should  serve  approximately  394,000  participants, 
which  is  a  dramatic  expansion  from  the  15,000  in  work  experience 
programs  today. 

Supporting  Working  Families;   The  EITC.  Health  Care  Reform,  and 
Child  Care 

We  recognize  that  a  fundamental  flaw  in  the  current  welfare 
system  is  that  it  does  little  to  encourage  work.   Those  who  work 
often  lose  benefits  dollar  for  dollar,  face  burdensome  reporting 
requirements,  and  cannot  save  for  the  future  because  of  asset 
limitations. 

Moving  people  from  welfare  to  work  also  means  making  work 
pay  in  this  country  —  ending  the  perverse  incentives  that  lead 
countless  people  to  opt  for  welfare  over  work,  even  though  they 
want  to  enter  the  workforce. 

Today,  70  percent  of  those  on  welfare  leave  the  system 
within  2  years  —  but  the  vast  majority  of  them  return,  often 
because  the  low  paying  jobs  they  get  do  not  come  with  essential 
benefits  like  health  care  and  child  care.  We  need  to  concentrate 
on  two  key  goals:  moving  people  off  welfare  and  helping  them  stay 
off. 

To  "make  work  pay,"  this  Administration  has  focused  on  three 
critical  components  —  providing  tax  credits  for  the  working 
poor,  ensuring  access  to  health  insurance,  and  making  safe  child 
care  available.  We  are  also  proposing  to  allow  states  to  change 
earnings  disregard  policies  to  reward  work  and  the  payment  of 
child  support. 

Thanks  to  the  leadership  of  this  Committee,  Congress  has 
already  passed  the  first  crucial  element  of  welfare  reform  by 
expanding  the  EITC,  a  key  initiative  of  the  Clinton 
Administration.  The  EITC  is  essentially  a  pay  raise  for  the 
working  poor.  It  means  that  a  family  with  two  children  and  a 
single  minimum-wage  worker  will  earn  the  equivalent  of  $6.00  an 
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hour  with  a  $4.25  an  hour  job.  The  EITC  ensures  that  a  family 
with  a  full-time  worker  earning  minimum  wage  would,  with  the  help 
of  food  stamps,  no  longer  be  poor. 

We  believe  that  low-income  individuals  could  benefit  from 
receiving  the  EITC  throughout  the  year,  instead  of  in  a  lump-sum 
payment  at  the  end  of  the  year.  Our  proposal  will  allow  up  to 
four  states  to  conduct  demonstrations  promoting  the  use  of  the 
advance  EITC  payment  option  by  shifting  the  outreach  and 
administrative  burden  from  employers  to  selected  public  agencies. 

The  critical  policy,  of  course,  is  guaranteed  health  care 
security  for  Americans.  This  Committee  has  shown  great 
leadership  in  moving  to  the  floor  of  the  U.S.  House  of 
Representatives  a  comprehensive  health  care  reform  bill  that 
provides  all  working  families  with  guaranteed  health  insurance. 
I  would  only  underscore  that  we  can't  succeed  with  sweeping 
welfare  reform  unless  we  succeed  in  passing  health  care  reform 
first. 

Some  studies  suggest  that  7  to  15  percent  of  the  current 
welfare  caseload  —  at  least  one  million  adults  and  children  — 
are  on  welfare  to  qualify  for  Medicaid.  And  a  1994  Urban 
Institute  study  found  that  over  a  20-month  period,  only  8  percent 
of  those  who  were  on  AFDC  and  went  to  work  were  able  to  find  a 
job  with  health  insurance. 

We  believe  that  people  should  not  have  to  choose  welfare 
over  work  just  to  get  health  coverage  for  their  families.  And 
when  Congress  passes  health  care  reform,  our  hope  is  that  this 
perverse  incentive  to  stay  on  welfare  will  end. 

The  third  ingredient  in  our  strategy  to  make  work  pay  is 
affordable,  accessible,  high  quality  child  care  for  families  on 
cash  assistance  and  the  working  poor.  Parents  must  have 
dependable  child  care  in  order  to  work  or  to  prepare  themselves 
for  work.  Our  proposal  would  significantly  expand  child  care 
spending.  We  continue  to  guarantee  one  year  of  transitional 
child  care  for  those  who  leave  welfare  for  work,  and  will  extend 
child  care  assistance  to  those  participating  in  the  new  WORK 
program.  Our  proposal  also  will  significantly  expand  the  At-Risk 
Child  Care  program  for  the  working  poor  from  $300  million  per 
year  now  to  over  $1  billion  by  the  year  2000. 

As  mentioned  earlier,  we  will  make  the  child  care  match 
rates  consistent  with  the  new  enhanced  JOBS  (and  WORK)  match 
rate,  allowing  states  to  draw  down  increased  child  care  funds. 
For  example,  we  estimate  that  Florida  will  spend  a  total  of 
$30  million  in  fiscal  year  1994  on  IV-A  child  care,  transitional 
child  care,  and  At-Risk  child  care.  Under  the  current  matching 
rates,  Florida  would  draw  $37  million  in  Federal  funds  for  these 
child  care  programs  for  that  year.  Under  the  proposed  match 
rate,  the  same  amount  of  state  dollars  invested  in  child  care  in 
fiscal  year  1999  would  draw  down  $67  million  in  federal  dollars  - 
-  an  increase  of  84  percent.  Tennessee  would  experience  a 
51  percent  increase  in  Federal  child  care  funding  between  fiscal 
year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1999  if  it  maintained  its  fiscal  year 
1994  spending  on  child  care,  and  federal  dollars  for  child  care 
would  increase  by  46  percent  in  Texas  over  the  same  period. 
Pennsylvania  would  experience  an  85  percent  increase  in  Federal 
child  care  funding  between  fiscal  year  1994  and  fiscal  year  1999. 
For  your  information,  I  have  attached  to  my  testimony  a  summary 
of  the  increased  amount  of  federal  child  care  funds  that  states 
represented  on  the  Committee  could  expect  under  our  proposal. 

Finally,  we  address  quality  and  supply  through  a  special 
provision  in  the  At-Risk  program.  We  will  help  states  create 
seamless  child  care  coverage  for  persons  who  leave  welfare  for 
work,  and  allow  them  to  administer  all  federal  child  care  funds 
through  one  agency. 
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Together,  these  elements  will  help  ensure  that  the  millions 
of  recipients  who  leave  welfare  within  two  years  will  not  fall 
back  into  the  system.  And  it  will  be  clear  that  work  and 
responsibility  are  at  the  core  of  our  values  and  the  heart  of  our 
policies. 

RESPONSIBILITY 

The  second  pillar  of  our  plan  is  responsibility:  the 
responsibility  of  parents  for  their  children;  the  responsibility 
of  the  system  to  deliver  performance,  not  process;  and  the 
responsibility  of  the  government  to  provide  accountability  for 
taxpayers. 

Parental  Responsibility. 

We   believe   that   mothers   and   fathers  roust   be   held 

responsible  for  the  support  of  their  children.  Men  and  women 

must  understand  that  parenthood  brings  serious  obligations  and 
that  these  obligations  will  be  enforced. 

While  many  improvements  have  been  made  to  the  current 
system,  it  still  fails  to  ensure  that  children  receive  adequate 
support  from  both  parents.  The  potential  for  child  support 
collections  is  approximately  $48  billion  per  year.  Yet  only  $14 
billion  is  actually  paid,  leading  to  an  estimated  collection  gap 
of  about  $34  billion.  We  are  proposing  the  toughest  child 
support  system  ever  to  make  sure  fathers  pay  their  child  support. 
It  is  simply  not  acceptable  for  non-custodial  parents  to  walk 
away  from  the  children  they  helped  bring  into  this  world. 

Establishing  awards  in  every  case  is  the  first  step  toward 
ensuring  that  children  receive  financial  support  from 
noncustodial  parents.  Paternity  must  be  established  for  every 
out-of-wedlock  birth,  regardless  of  welfare  status.  Our  proposal 
would  greatly  expand  outreach  and  public  education  programs  that 
encourage  voluntary  paternity  establishment,  and  build  on 
existing  hospital-based  programs.  The  genetic  testing  process 
will  be  further  streamlined  for  cases  where  paternity  is 
contested. 

In  addition,  mothers  who  apply  for  AFDC  benefits  must 
cooperate  fully  with  paternity  establishment  procedures  prior  to 
receiving  benefits.  Except  in  rare  circumstances  in  which 
paternity  establishment  is  inappropriate,  parents  who  refuse  to 
cooperate  will  be  sanctioned,  generally  by  losing  their  share  of 
AFDC  benefits.  We  are  proposing  to  systematically  apply  a  new, 
stricter  definition  of  cooperation  in  every  AFDC  case. 

The  child  support  agency  —  which  has  the  most  expertise  and 
most  at  stake  —  will  administer  this  new  cooperation  requirement 
within  each  state.  When  mothers  have  fully  cooperated,  the  state 
must  establish  paternity  and  will  be  given  one  year  to  do  so  or 
risk  losing  a  portion  of  its  Federal  match  for  AFDC  benefits. 
Performance-based  incentives  will  encourage  states  to  improve 
their  paternity  establishment  rates  for  all  out-of-wedlock 
births,  regardless  of  welfare  status. 

Fair  awards  also  are  crucial  to  getting  support  to  children 
who  need  it.  Periodic  updating  of  awards  will  be  required  for 
both  AFDC  and  non-AFDC  cases,  so  that  awards  accurately  reflect 
the  parents'  current  income.  In  addition,  a  National  Guidelines 
Commission  will  be  established  to  assess  the  desirability  of 
uniform  national  child  support  guidelines  or  national  parameters 
for  state  guidelines. 

Many  enforcement  tools  will  allow  states  to  collect  support 
more  effectively.  The  state-based  child  support  enforcement 
system  will  continue,  but  with  changes  to  move  it  toward  a  more 
uniform,  centralized,  and  service-oriented  program.   All  states 
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will  maintain  a  central  registry  and  centralized  collection  and 
disbursement  capabilities.  The  registry  will  maintain  current 
records  of  all  support  orders  and  operate  in  conjunction  with  a 
centralized  payment  center  for  the  collection  and  distribution  of 
child  support  payments. 

Centralized  collection  also  will  vastly  simplify  withholding 
for  employers  since  they  will  have  to  send  payments  only  to  one 
source.  In  addition,  this  change  will  ensure  accurate  accounting 
and  monitoring  of  payments. 

The  federal  role  will  be  expanded  to  ensure  more  efficient 
location  of  the  noncustodial  parent  and  enforcement  of  orders, 
particularly  in  interstate  cases.  In  order  to  coordinate 
activity  at  the  federal  level  and  to  track  delinquent  parents 
across  state  lines,  a  National  Clearinghouse  will  be  established. 
This  Clearinghouse  will  consist  of  an  expanded  Federal  Parent 
Locator  Service,  the  National  Child  Support  Registry,  and  the 
National  Directory  of  New  Hires.  A  stronger  federal  role  in 
interstate  enforcement  will  make  interstate  procedures  more 
uniform  throughout  the  country. 

Enforcement  measures  will  include  revocation  of 
professional,  occupational  and  drivers'  licenses  to  make 
delinquent  parents  pay  child  support;  expanded  wage  withholding; 
improved  use  of  income  and  asset  information;  expanded  use  of 
credit  reporting;  and  authority  to  use  the  same  wage  garnishment 
procedures  for  federal  and  non-federal  employees. 

Our  proposal  also  recognizes  the  problem  absent  parents 
sometimes  face  in  getting  work  and  their  genuine  desire  to  help 
support  their  children.  We  propose  allowing  states  to  allocate 
up  to  10  percent  of  their  JOBS  and  WORK  funds  for  programs  for 
non-custodial  parents.  States  also  will  be  allowed  to  require 
non-custodial  parents  with  delinquent  child  support  payments  to 
work  off  what  they  owe. 

The  proposal  contains  several  other  measures  aimed  at 
encouraging  parental  responsibility.  In  addition,  we  are 
proposing  a  limited  number  of  parenting,  access  and  visitation, 
and  child  support  assurance  demonstrations. 

States  can  choose  to  lift  the  special  eligibility 
requirements  for  two-parent  families  in  order  to  encourage 
parents  to  stay  together.  States  also  will  be  given  the  option 
to  limit  additional  benefits  for  additional  children  conceived  by 
mothers  on  AFDC  (the  "family  cap").  States  that  choose  this 
option  will  be  required  to  allow  families  to  "earn  back"  the  lost 
benefit  amount  through  disregarded  income  from  earnings  or  child 
support . 

Performance:   Not  Process. 

The  Administration's  plan  demands  greater  responsibility 
from  the  welfare  office  itself.  Unfortunately,  the  current 
system  too  often  focuses  on  simply  sending  out  welfare  checks. 
Instead,  the  welfare  office  must  become  a  place  that  is  about 
helping  people  find  work  and  earn  paychecks  as  quickly  as 
possible.  Our  plan  offers  several  provisions  designed  to  help 
agencies  reduce  paperwork  and  focus  on  results. 

The  legislation  would  allow  the  phase  in  of  an  outcome  based 
system  with  funding  incentives  and  penalties  directly  linked  to 
the  performance  of  states  and  caseworkers  in  service  provision, 
job  placement,  and  child  support  collection.  In  order  to  better 
coordinate  and  simplify  program  administration,  we  have  also 
proposed  several  changes  in  program  rules  designed  to  simplify 
and  standardize  disparate  Food  Stamp  and  AFDC  policy  rules. 
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Accountability  for  Taxpayers. 

To  eliminate  fraud  and  ensure  that  every  dollar  is  used 
productively,  welfare  reform  will  coordinate  programs,  automate 
files,  and  monitor  recipients.  We  propose  several  new  fraud 
control  measures.  States  will  be  required  to  verify  the  income, 
identity,  alien  status,  and  Social  Security  numbers  of  new 
applicants.  A  national  public  assistance  clearinghouse  will 
follow  individuals  whenever  and  wherever  they  use  welfare, 
monitoring  compliance  with  time  limits  and  work.  A  national  "new 
hire"  registry  will  monitor  earnings  to  check  AFDC  eligibility 
and  identify  non-custodial  parents  who  switch  jobs  or  cross  state 
lines  to  avoid  paying  child  support.  Anyone  who  refuses  to 
follow  the  rules  will  face  tough  new  sanctions,  and  anyone  who 
turns  down  a  job  offer  will  be  dropped  from  the  rolls. 

REACHING  THE  NEXT  GENERATION 

It  is  absolutely  critical  that  our  reforms  send  a  strong 
message  to  the  next  generation.  All  young  people  must  understand 
the  importance  of  staying  in  school,  living  at  home,  preparing  to 
work,  and  building  a  real  future.  And  they  must  realize  that 
having  a  child  is  an  immense  responsibility  -  not  an  easy  route 
to  independence. 

Preventing  Teen  Pregnancy. 

We  recognize  that  welfare  dependency  could  be  significantly 
reduced  if  more  young  people  delayed  childbearing  until  both 
parents  were  ready  and  able  to  assume  the  responsibility  of 
raising  children.  And  we  are  committed  to  doing  everything  we 
can  to  prevent  teenage  pregnancy  in  the  first  place. 

I  don't  have  to  tell  you  how  big  a  challenge  that  is.  And 
it  would  be  naive  to  suggest  that  government  can  do  it  alone.  We 
are  well  aware  that  reducing  the  incidence  of  unmarried  teen 
pregnancy  will  require  the  involvement  of  every  sector  of  our 
society. 

The  link  between  unmarried  teen  births  and  poverty  is  clear: 
According  to  an  Annie  E.  Casey  Foundation  study,  approximately  80 
percent  of  the  children  born  to  teen  parents  who  dropped  out  of 
high  school  and  did  not  marry  are  poor.  In  contrast,  only  8 
percent  of  children  born  to  married  high  school  graduates  aged  20 
or  older  are  poor. 

We  are  proposing  a  number  of  measures,  including  a  national 
campaign  against  teen  pregnancy  designed  to  send  a  clear  and 
unambiguous  message  to  young  people  about  delayed  sexual  activity 
and  responsible  parenting.  As  part  of  that  effort,  we  would 
create  a  national  clearinghouse  to  provide  communities  and 
schools  with  models,  materials,  training  and  technical 
assistance.  The  clearinghouse  will  distribute  what  is  known  and 
evaluate  new  approaches. 

Our  legislation  also  would  set  up  new  grant  programs  to  test 
community-based  approaches  to  reducing  teen  pregnancy.  And 
because  we  need  to  pay  particular  attention  to  areas  where  the 
risks  are  greatest,  we  are  proposing  grants  to  set  up  programs  in 
roughly  1000  middle  and  high  schools. 

We  are  also  proposing  to  fund  larger,  more  comprehensive 
demonstrations  to  simultaneously  address  the  broader  health, 
education,  safety  and  employment  needs  of  young  people.  These 
grants  are  intended  to  galvanize  local  efforts  and  inspire 
communities  to  work  together. 

We  are  absolutely  committed  to  promoting  abstinence-based 
programs  in  the  schools  as  a  key  to  preventing  teen  pregnancy. 
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And  we  are  equally  determined  to  build  our  strategy  on  the  best 
available  research. 

Phasina-in  Young  People  First. 

We  have  chosen  to  phase  in  the  plan  by  starting  with  young 
people:  those  born  after  1971.  We  chose  this  strategy  not 
because  young  single  mothers  are  easiest  to  serve,  but  because 
they  are  so  important  to  our  future. 

The  younger  generation  of  welfare  recipients  is  our  greatest 
concern.  Younger  recipients  are  likely  to  have  the  longest  stays 
on  welfare.  They  also  are  the  group  for  which  there  is  the 
greatest  hope  of  making  a  profound  difference.  We  strongly 
believe  that  the  best  way  to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it  is  to 
reach  the  next  generation;  to  devote  energy  and  new  resources  to 
young  people  first,  rather  than  spreading  our  efforts  so  thinly 
that  little  real  help  is  provided  to  anyone. 

This  proposal  represents  a  radical  change  in  how  we  think 
about  and  administer  welfare.  But  to  get  it  right  requires  a 
solid  and  well  planned  implementation  strategy.  Even  if 
resources  were  plentiful,  the  lessons  we  learned  from  the  Family 
Support  Act,  as  well  as  from  our  site  visits  and  discussions  with 
state  administrators,  have  convinced  us  that  attempting  to 
implement  a  time-limited  transitional  assistance  program  for  the 
entire  caseload  at  once  would  create  enormous  difficulties.  We 
believe  these  difficulties  could  be  avoided  and  the  changes  we 
envision  successfully  implemented  by  adopting  this  phase-in 
strategy. 

Moreover,  recent  evidence  from  several  programs  serving  teen 
mothers  suggests  that  this  population  needs  special  attention  and 
can  be  reached.  By  phasing  in  the  plan  with  the  youngest 
recipients  first,  we  send  a  strong  message  of  responsibility  and 
opportunity  to  the  next  generation. 

But  let  me  be  very  clear  about  our  proposal.  Our 
legislation  requires  states  to  phase-in  reform  with  recipients 
born  after  1971.  This  implementation  strategy  limits  the  initial 
mandatory  caseload  to  about  one-third  of  the  total  in  1996, 
helping  cash-strapped  states  enact  meaningful  WORK  programs  with 
time  limits  that  can  really  be  enforced.  By  the  year  2000,  this 
phase-in  strategy  means  that  half  of  all  AFDC  recipients,  about 
2.4  million  people,  will  be  in  the  new  system.  And  by  the  year 
2004,  two-thirds  will  be  subject  to  the  new  rules. 

However,  states  will  have  the  option  to  define  the  phased-in 
group  more  broadly,  allowing  them  to  apply  time  limits  and  other 
new  rules  to  a  larger  percentage  of  the  caseload  if  they  wish. 
In  addition,  states  will  be  required  to  serve  volunteers  from  the 
non  phase-in  group  to  the  extent  that  federal  JOBS  funds  are 
available.  At  state  option,  these  volunteers  also  may  be 
subjected  to  the  two-year  time  limit  in  exchange  for  access  to 
services.  And  of  course,  the  Family  Support  Act  will  continue  to 
allow  states  to  provide  education  and  training  for  other  AFDC 
recipients  currently  participating  in  JOBS.  We  believe  that  this 
approach  creates  a  realistic  partnership  with  the  states,  and 
sets  up  a  meaningful  path  to  real  welfare  reform. 

A  Clear  Message  for  Teen  Parents. 

The  proposal  includes  several  incentives  for  young  parents 
designed  to  promote  responsible  behavior.  Minor  parents  will  be 
required  to  live  in  their  parents'  households  unless  that 
environment  is  unsafe.  Minor  parents  are  still  children 
themselves  and  they  ought  to  live  with  adults  who  can  offer 
supervision  and  guidance.  The  welfare  system  should  not 
encourage  young  people  who  have  babies  to  leave  home,  set  up 
separate  households  and  receive  separate  checks.   In  cases  where 
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there  is  a  problem  such  as  danger  of  abuse,  states  will  be 
encouraged  to  find  a  responsible  adult  with  whom  the  teen  parent 
can  live. 

In  order  to  meet  the  special  needs  of  teen  parents,  any 
custodial  parent  under  age  20  will  be  provided  case  management 
services.  Although  virtually  all  teen  parents  will  be  required 
to  stay  in  school  and  participate  in  JOBS,  the  24-month  clock 
will  not  begin  to  run  until  the  parent  turns  age  18.  States  also 
will  have  the  option  of  using  monetary  incentives  combined  with 
sanctions  as  inducements  to  encourage  young  parents  to  remain  in 
school  or  GED  class. 

In  the  end,  Mr.  Chairman,  this  is  not  about  dollars  and 
data.  It  is  about  values.  For  too  long,  the  welfare  system  has 
been  sending  all  the  wrong  messages.  The  Work  and  Responsibility 
Act  is  designed  to  get  the  values  straight.  It  translates  our 
values  about  work,  responsibility,  family  and  opportunity  into  a 
framework  for  action.  It  places  new  expectations  and 
responsibilities  on  recipients,  and  on  federal  and  state 
governments  alike. 

That  is  the  message  members  of  this  Committee  started  to 

send  with  the  Family  Support  Act.  It  is  time  to  fully  realize 

that  vision,  and  to  build  a  bold  new  future  based  on  the  core 
values  we  all  share. 

We  believe  that  this  issue  is  critical  —  that  welfare 
reform  is  about  nothing  less  than  our  vision  of  what  kind  of 
country  we  are  and  want  to  be.  Do  we  want  to  be  a  country  that 
encourages  work  over  dependency?  Do  we  want  to  be  a  country  that 
expects  our  young  people  to  act  responsibly?  Do  we  want  to  be  a 
country  that  rewards  hard  work  and  fair  play  and  accepts  nothing 
less?  Do  we  want  to  be  a  country  that  helps  provide  a  brighter 
future  for  our  children? 

The  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994  answers  those 
questions  with  a  resounding  YES.  We  believe  this  bill  will  truly 
strengthen  America's  families  and  communities. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  and  the  members  of  this  committee  have 
shown  real  leadership  on  this  issue.  I  look  forward  to  working 
with  all  of  you  as  you  begin  your  work  on  this  historic 
legislation.  Thank  you  for  your  attention  and  I  would  be  pleased 
to  answer  any  questions  you  may  have  at  this  time. 
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Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Thank  you,  Madam  Secretary,  and 
because  I  want  to  set  a  good  example  for  all  the  others,  I  have 
asked  the  staff  to  please  turn  the  lights  on  over  there  and  in  the 
limited  amount  of  time  that  I  will  take,  I  want  to  say  you  have 
made  a  fine  statement.  You  have  set  excellent  goals  for  us.  I  think 
your  program  is  reasonable  and  sound,  and  I  hope  that  we  can  get 
it  enacted  this  year.  I  will  try  to  do  all  that  I  can  to  get  it  enacted 
this  year. 

Now,  please  turn  on  those  lights  over  there.  OK 

I  don't  want  my  question  to  distort  my  views  of  the  whole  pro- 
gram, but  I  want  to  talk  a  little  about  parental  responsibility,  be- 
cause that  is  one  of  the  subjects  that  has  worried  me  for  all  my 
adult  life  as  I  have  seen  what  actually  happens  out  in  the  real 
world.  That  is,  the  child  support  laws  that  we  have  relied  upon  in 
the  various  States  simply  have  not  worked. 

It  is — I  have  been  holding  hearings  as  recently  as  in  the  last  cou- 
ple of  weeks  in  my  district  on  this  particular  question.  It  comes  up 
repeatedly,  repeatedly  that  the  child  support  laws  just  are  not 
working.  And  I  am  ready,  frankly.  Madam  Secretary,  to  Federalize 
the  child  support  laws.  That  may  be  a  little  radical  for  you,  but  I 
am  ready  to  go.  I  just  don't  think  the  States  have  done  a  good  job; 
I  don't  think  they  are  really  capable  of  doing  a  good  job;  and  I 
would  like  for  you  to  respond  to  that  observation. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  have  looked  very  carefully 
at  existing  child  support  laws  and  talked  to  the  States.  As  you 
know,  there  is  a  mixed  history  out  in  the  States,  there  are  some 
States  that  are  making  an  extraordinary  effort,  and  we  have  con- 
cluded that  we  do  need  to  Federalize  certain  functions,  those  which 
are  appropriately  handled  at  the  Federal  level.  But  the  system  that 
we  are  recommending  to  this  committee  is  a  mixture  of  added  Fed- 
eral responsibility  and  added  State  responsibility. 

We  believe  that  the  Federal  Government  is  incapable  of  running 
a  program  to  establish  paternity,  for  example,  but  we  believe  that 
ought  to  be  done  by  the  States  and  by  the  local  communities  in  the 
hospitals,  as  you  are  obviously  aware.  Regular  awards  updating 
child  support  payment  ought  to  be  very  much  part  of  a  national 
program  because  one  of  the  things  that  is  happening  is  not  only  are 
people  escaping  across  different  State  boundaries,  but  when  their 
incomes  go  out,  we  are  not  doing  a  regular  report,  moving  the  sys- 
tem to  more  of  an  administrative  decisionmaking  system  as  op- 
posed to  clogging  up  the  courts. 

New  penalties  for  those  who  refuse  to  pay,  wage  withholding, 
suspensions  of  professional  and  occupational  drivers'  licenses.  We 
ought  not — holding  a  driver's  license,  professional  license  is  not  a 
right  in  this  country  and  ought  to  be  available  only  to  those  who 
obey  the  law,  and  putting  some  penalties  in  place  ought  to  be  very 
much  a  part  of  this. 

A  national  child  support  clearinghouse,  registries  that  track  child 
support  payments  automatically  and  catch  parents  who  try  to 
evade  their  responsibilities  by  moving  across  State  hnes,  clearly 
there  is  a  Federal  role  there,  so  I  think  we  could  go  into  this  now 
with  you  in  detail,  but  what  we  have  tried  to  do  is  to  build  a  na- 
tional system  based  on  clear  State  roles  and  a  clear  Federal  role. 
We  think  that  combination  will  work  for  us  in  the  future,  but  as 
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we  go  into  more  detailed  hearings,  we  will  be  happy  to  lay  out  this 
in  detail. 

Acting  Chairman  GiBBONS.  Now,  very  briefly,  one  reason  that  I 
have  scheduled  these  welfare  hearings  along  with  health  care  is  to 
emphasize  the  fact  that  these  are  two  very  interrelated  subjects. 

Can  we  get  a  decent  welfare  reform  without  a  universal  coverage 
health  care  program? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Our  conclusion  would  be,  no,  that  health 
care  must  come  first,  that  health  care  is  inextricably  tied  to  welfare 
reform.  I  can't  tell  you  the  number  of  welfare  recipients,  the  stud- 
ies that  we  have  looked  at  that  clearly  link  the  two. 

We  are  talking  about  young  children  and  young  families  who  we 
would  put  at  risk  in  a  mandatory  job  program  that  did  not  include 
health  care,  and  we  are  asking  people  to  make  a  choice  of  giving 
up  health  insurance  moving  into  the  work  force,  and  we  are  asking 
them  also  to  play  by  the  rules  and  to  share  a  broader  set  of  values, 
and  those  values  include  protecting  one's  child's  health,  so  I  think 
they  are  inextricably  tied. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  All  right.  Mr.  Shaw. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like  to  pick  up  on 
your  line  of  questioning  because  I  have  had  trouble  finding  the 
linkage  between  health  care  reform  and  welfare  reform. 

Now,  obviously  all  of  us  can  understand  if  you  had  universal  cov- 
erage that  it  would  simplify  the  problem  of  welfare  reform.  I  think 
we  can  agree  on  that  even  though  we  might  disagree  on  what  type 
of  health  care  reform  we  should  have. 

But  under  existing  law,  as  I  understand  it,  welfare  recipients 
still  receive  1  year  of  Medicaid  coverage  after  they  go  back  into  the 
work  force.  We  have  done  everything  we  can  to  cushion  and  help 
people  coming  off  of  welfare. 

You  mentioned  in  your  opening  statement,  as  I  did  in  my  open- 
ing comments,  the  earned  income  tax  credit,  child  care,  and  the  ex- 
tension of  free  medical  care  for  1  year.  That  is  already  in  the  law. 
That  is  already  in  place. 

So  I  really  have  trouble — it  troubles  me  greatly  to  say  we  can't 
have  welfare  reform  without  health  care  reform.  Would  you  like  to 
expand  on  that  because  I  really  have  a  problem  thinking  that  peo- 
ple really  would  stay  out  of  the  work  force  because  they  are  afraid 
of  losing  their  health  benefits,  their  free  health  benefits. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Right.  Let  me  talk  about  an  individual  fam- 
ily and  looking  at  it  fi-om  their  point  of  view  with  young  children. 
If  you  have  a  child  that  has  a  chronic  illness  and  you  very  much 
want  to  get  out  of  welfare  and  get  into  the  work  force,  that  child, 
while  having  a  chronic  illness,  needs  regular  care.  And  all  that  is 
offered 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  can  understand  that. 

Secretary  Shaiala.  But  let  me  also 

Mr.  Shaw.  But  that  is  an  exceptional  case  and  I  can  understand 
that  very  well.  But  I  am  talking  about  just  the  general  welfare  pop- 
ulation. The  average  person  on  welfare  does  not  have  a  child  with 
a  chronic  illness,  and  what  we  are  talking  about  is  getting  to  the 
norm  and,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  a  child  with  a  chronic  illness  that 
requires  the  parents  to  stay  home  would  be  in  the  Republican  bill 
an  exemption  from  the  work  requirement. 
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Now,  I  am  not  sure  what  your  bill  does,  but  we  address  that 
issue  in  the  Republican  bill. 

Secretary  Sjialala.  Both  in  the  conversations  that  we  have  had 
with  welfare  recipients  and  in  the  studies,  it  is  clear  that  health 
insurance  is  a  very  serious  issue  for  voung  families  and  that  is  our 
own  studies.  In  fact,  Dr.  Ellwood  collected — did  one  of  them,  indi- 
cated that  for  young  families,  health  care  is  critical. 

But  remember  what  our  statistics  show.  We  have  put  all  of  our 
emphasis  up  until  now  on  the  transition  to  work  and  our  experi- 
ence with  the  welfare  population  shows  it  is  not  the  difficulty  of 
getting  the  initial  job,  it  is  the  difficulty  of  staving  in  that  job. 

The  three  elements  to  staying  in  that  job  is  a  job  that  pays 
enough  so  you  can  lift  your  family  out  of  poverty.  The  EITC  makes 
a  very  strong  step  on  that.  Child  care  for  people  with  young  fami- 
lies. One  has  to  be  assured  your  child  is  going  to  be  taken  care  of. 
That  piece  is  both  strengthened  in  our  bill  and  obviously  Congress 
has  passed  some  things,  including  expansion  of  Head  Start  that 
will  help.  And  the  third  element,  the  third  part  of  that  stool  is 
health  care.  That  will  help  us  to  keep  people  from  going  back  into 
the  welfare  system  or  going  into  poverty  if  that  welfare  system  is 
not  available  to  them,  and  they  are  just — they  are  linked  together. 
They  very  much  are  reflected  in  our  experience.  They  are  very 
much  what  welfare  recipients  and  low-income  families  say  to  us 
that  is  necessary.  It  is  very  important  for  workiiig  families  as  well. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Do  you  have  any  numbers  to  substantiate  that  be- 
cause those  are  broad  statements  and  we  can  always  find  anecdotal 
evidence  to  support  the  fact  that  it  is  just  at  a  particular  place. 

I  would  guess,  on  a  percentage  basis,  we  are  talking  about  a  very 
small  part  of  the  welfare  population.  I  see  Dr.  Ellwood  shaking  his 
head  and  he  obviously  disagrees,  and  I  would  welcome  him  to  sub- 
mit the  study  that  you  referred  to 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  will  indeed. 

Mr.  Shaw  [continuing].  For  us  to  take  a  look  at  because  I  am 
very  concerned  about  one  thing.  Health  care  reform  in  the  form 
that  the  President  has  demanded  it,  and  his  veto  threat  before  the 
Congress,  makes  passage  of  health  care  unlikely.  I  would  not  want 
him  or  this  Congress  to  default  on  welfare  reform  saying,  geez,  we 
didn't  get  the  health  care  bill  we  wanted,  and  therefore  we  can't 
go  forward  on  welfare.  I  think  it  would  be  a  fallacy  and  a  tragedy 
for  us  to  use  that  as  an  excuse  for  not  going  forward  with  welfare 
reform  because  one  can  go  forward  without  the  other. 

It  might  simplify  life  for  some  people  if  we  did  have  health  care 
reform  and  I  can  understand  that  argument.  But  one  does  not  have 
to — ^health  care  reform  is  not  a  necessary  foundation  for  welfare  re- 
form so  we  shouldn't  use  that  as  an  excuse  here. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you.  Congressman.  We  will  provide 
you  with  that  information.  We  think  that  the — that  will  strengthen 
the  point  that  we  are  making  about  sustaining  people  and  about 
making  certain  that  every  child  in  this  country  has  a  quality  of  life 
and  does  not  have  to  live  in  poverty  or  in  fear  of  health. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Please  include  the  statistical  data  which  I  think  will 
be  necessary  to  back  up  that  statement. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Yes.  We  will  be  happy  to  do  that. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 
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Question  posed  by  Mr.  Shaw,  House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
Hearing,  July  14,  1994 


Is  the  lack  of  health  care  coverage  a  verifiable  disincentive 
that  discourages  people  on  welfare  from  seeking  work? 

Answer ; 

We  estimate  that  at  least  1,000,000  adults  and  children  are  on 
welfare  because  it's  the  only  way  their  families  can  get  health 
care  coverage.   If  universal  health  care  coverage  were  available, 
these  individuals  would  seek  work. 

There  are  several  recent  studies  which  have  examined  the  effects 
of  the  provision  of  health  insurance  and  welfare  participation. 
Research  by  Moffitt  and  Wolfe,  Keane  and  Moffitt,  and  Ellwood  and 
Adams  suggest  that  providing  health  insurance  coverage  could 
reduce  welfare  caseloads  by  10  to  25  percent. 

However,  legislation  in  the  last  decade  has  extended  Medicaid 
coverage  to  some  low-income  children  and  pregnant  women  who  are 
not  on  welfare.   This  fact  was  not  fully  reflected  in  the  studies 
cited  above.   Therefore,  the  Administration  estimates  that  a  7  to 
15  percent  of  the  families  currently  on  welfare  —   a  minimum  of 
about  1  million  people  —  are  on  welfare  to  get  health  care 
coverage . 
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Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Shaw,  let  me  assure  you  we  will 
go  ahead.  Mr.  Ford,  Mr.  Matsui,  and  then  Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  let  me 
thank  you,  Madam  Secretary,  for  your  testimony.  You  know,  I  lis- 
tened to  Mr.  Shaw  and  I  want  to  make  one  thing  very  clear.  The 
Republican  welfare  package  that  they  have  introduced  in  this  Con- 
gress does  not  create  jobs  and  does  not  try  to  place  welfare  recipi- 
ents in  jobs  that  will  pay  some  type  of  wages.  They  create  a 
workfare  program  that  would  make  a  welfare  adult  work  at  mini- 
mum wage  to  offset  the  welfare  check. 

Unemployment  is  down  from  7.8  to  6  percent.  But,  African- 
Americans  and  Hispanics  in  this  country  experience  unemployment 
rates  between  11.2  percent  for  African -Americans  and  about  10.3 
percent  for  Hispanics. 

The  administration's  bill  does  address  the  issue  of  job  creation, 
and  that  is  what  we  ought  to  be  talking  about.  The  Republican  bill 
would  offer  some  child  care.  We  add  billions  and  billions  of  addi- 
tional dollars  to  the  welfare  system  under  the  Republican  bill,  yet 
you  do  not  create  jobs  under  the  Republican  bill. 

It  is  time  for  the  welfare  adult  population  to  go  to  work.  They 
want  to  work,  and  we  must  create  some  jobs  for  them.  That  leads 
to  my  question.  Madam  Secretary.  Does  the  administration's  bill 
create  meaningful  jobs  with  meaningful  wages?  You  have  said  that 
at  a  minimum  wage  job,  with  the  earned  income  tax  credits,  a  per- 
son would  receive  wages  of  slightly  more  than  $6  an  hour.  Tell  us 
more  about  job  creation  in  this  particular  bill. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Let  me  start,  and  then  Dr.  Ellwood,  who  is 
a  labor  economist,  may  well  want  to  add.  There  are  two  kinds  of 
efforts  here.  One  is  the  front-end  investment  in  young  people  be- 
cause we  begin  with  them  to  get  them  to  finish  school  so  they  have 
access  to  stronger  jobs  and  to  invest  in  education  and  training  as 
part  of  that. 

We  have — we  have  also  strengthened  the  jobs  in  the  private  sec- 
tor that  they  go  into  because  many  jobs  in  the  private  sector  that 
are  available  that  we  know  of  to  people  who  are  moving  from  wel- 
fare to  work  don't  have  child  care  or  health  care  attached  to  them. 
The  earned  income  tax  credit  obviously  helps  those  families. 

In  addition  to  that,  if  private  sector  jobs  are  not  available,  we  do 
establish  temporary  jobs  for  up  to  1  year,  using  government  sub- 
sidies for  those  jobs,  hopefully  private  sector  jobs  which  we  see  as 
transitional  jobs  that  give  the  private  sector  employer  an  oppor- 
tunity to  work  with  that  employee,  that  gives  that  private  sector 
employer  actually  a  chance  not  only  to  invest  in  that  employee  in 
terms  of  additional  training  and  supervision,  but  may  well  lead  to 
a  permanent  job  either  in  the  private  sector  or  the  State  and  the 
welfare  office  can  invest  in  nonprofit  organizations. 

We  see — we  see  the  opportunity  for  jobs  including  where  there 
will  be  expansion  in  home  health  care,  in  child  care  as  opportuni- 
ties for  starting  jobs  at  least  for  these  young  families.  Dr.  Ellwood 
may  want  to  add. 

Mr.  Ford.  But  Madam  Secretary,  if  I  understand  the  bill,  the 
capped  entitlement,  growing  to  $1.7  billion  a  year,  will  be  available 
to  operate  the  work  program;  is  that  right? 

Secretary  Shalala.  That  is  400,000  jobs  over  a  5-year  period. 
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Mr.  Ford.  But  what  is  included  in  that  $1.7  bilhon? 

Secretary  Shalala.  By  the  year  2000? 

Mr.  Ford.  Is  it  being  used  to  pay  wages,  the  $1.7  billion? 

Secretary  Shalala.  No.  That  is  in  addition  to  wages. 

Mr.  Ford.  Then  who  is  going  to  be  paying  the  wages?  Where  is 
the  money  going  to  come  from  to  pay  the  wages? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Mr.  Chairman,  the — what  we  will  do  is  take  the 
money  we  used  to  be  spending  on  welfare  for  those  folks,  plus  sev- 
eral thousand  dollars  of  a  sort  of  job  creation  administration  fund 
and  the  like,  and  that  money  together  can  be  used  to  provide  the 
jobs  to  pay  the  wages  and  so  forth,  or  we  can  work  with  private 
employers  and  use  a  portion  of  that  money  to  subsidize  the  wage 
and  the  like  so  that  the  money  both  that  we  used  to  be  spending 
on  welfare  plus  this  additional  money  that  is  in  the  bill  is  money 
that  is  available  for  creating  the  jobs  and  paying  the  wages. 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  put  a  package  together  here,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  But  it  doesn't  show  up  as  additional  cost  of  course 
because  that  money  is  already  being  spent. 

Mr.  Ford.  But  job  availability  in  rural  and  urban  areas  is  a  real, 
real  problem,  even  with  the  minimum  wage  jobs  that  you  ref- 
erenced in  your  testimony,  Madam  Secretary. 

We  have  to  address  this  problem  in  job  creation  for  the  welfare 
population.  Assume  today  that  15  or  20  percent  of  the  welfare  pop- 
ulation is  job-ready  with  or  without  any  credits  to  businesses  for 
hiring  recipients.  How  do  we  place  the  welfare  population  into  job 
opportunities  today? 

I  totally  disagree  with  Mr.  Shaw.  The  Republicans  are  not  sup- 
porting the  health  care  plan.  The  health  care  that  is  before  this 
Congress  today  would  in  fact  remove  1  million-plus  people  off  the 
welfare  rolls. 

Today  it  is  clear  that  the  health  care  bill  will  support  the  welfare 
reform  package.  We  would  like  to  get  some  Republican  support  on 
the  health  care  bill.  But,  if  not,  hopefully  the  Democrats  will  send 
the  President  the  health  care  bill. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Matsui  and  then  Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Matsul  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like.  Madam 
Secretary,  to  ask  a  couple  of  questions,  one  particularly  on  the 
issue  of  the  family  cap. 

As  you  know,  the  State  of  California  just  imposed  a  family  cap 
in  their  latest  budget,  and  the  reason  I  want  to  ask  this  question 
is  because  I  know  it  is  discretionary  for  the  States,  and  I  think 
many  of  the  States  over  the  next  few  years  if  this  passes  will  prob- 
ably impose  such  a  cap.  It  is  very  popular,  it  is  kind  of  welfare's 
answer  to  three  strikes  and  you  are  out  in  terms  of  the  crime  legis- 
lation. 

There  have  been  a  number  of  studies  and  the  New  Jersey  study 
which  does  demonstrate  that  there  has  been  a  reduction  in  families 
or  children  from  welfare  families  is  too  new,  it  only  actually  took 
effect  since  November  1992  and,  as  a  result  of  that,  almost  every 
expert  indicates  that  it  is  not  a  relevant  situation  yet,  but  there 
have  been  basically  three  areas. 

First,  the  CBO  in  1990  indicated  that  the  welfare  recipients  na- 
tionally only  averaged  less  than  two  children  per  family.  Second, 
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Wisconsin's  study  indicates  that  among  women  on  public  assistance 
actually  there  has  been  a  decrease  from  the  general  population  of 
children,  45  per  1,000  compared  to  the  general  population  of  75  per 
1,000,  and,  of  course,  studies  by  both  Mary  Jo  Bane  and  David 
Ellwood  indicate  that  welfare  "simply  does  not  appear  to  be  the  un- 
derlying cause  in  the  dramatic  change  in  the  family  structure  in 
the  past  few  decades." 

Perhaps  you  could  respond  as  to  why  that  was  put  in  the  bill  ex- 
cept for  the  fact  that  perhaps  it  was  kind  of  a  punitive  measure 
that  has  no  real  basis  in  fact. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Well,  we  don't  see  it  as  punitive.  We  see  it 
as  sending  a  very  clear  message  to — which  is  consistent  with  the 
messages  that  we  want  to  send  to  encourage  people  to  defer  parent- 
hood. 

We  also  recognize  that  the  States  themselves  as  part  of  the 
State-Federal  partnership  on  welfare  set  the  cash  payment,  and 
that  cash  payment  varies  from  one  State  to  another,  and  can  be  set 
at  any  level  for  that  individual  family. 

And  third,  we  have  put  into  our  own  bill  the  ability  of  a  family 
to  make  up  the  difference  between  what  they  would  lose  under  the 
family  cap  by  working  for  that  difference  and  that  amount  would 
be  excluded  from  the  calculation  for  how  much  income  they  would 
have  so  thev  could  make  up  the  difference. 

And  finally,  let  me  say  by  making  a  State  option,  it  does  not 
mean  in  any  way  that  we  have  any  particular  evidence  that  the 
family  cap  will  change  behavior,  but  we  do  believe  that  one  of  the 
problems  with  the  current  welfare  program  and  frankly  with  soci- 
ety in  relationship  to  young  Americans  is  we  have  not  sent  consist- 
ent messages  to  those  young  people  about  delaying  pregnancy  and 
about  their  own  responsibilities,  and  so  it  is  an  issue  of  consistency. 

We  concede  on  obviously  the  research  issue.  We  have  protected 
the  family  because  they  could  make  up  the  difference,  but  we  also 
have  left  it  to  the  States  because  they  do  set  the  levels. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Thank  you.  Madam  Secretary.  I  appreciate  the  no- 
tion of  setting — sending  a  message  and  trying  to  be  consistent.  But 
I  think  what  the  gentleman  from  Illinois  and  the  gentleman  from 
Washington  State  have  said  is  very  important. 

I  mean,  we  are  talking  about  children  here.  In  some  cases,  Cali- 
fornia, for  example,  there  would  be  a  reduction — there  normally 
would  be  an  increase  of  benefits  of  about  $90  to  $100. 

They  will  lose  that  benefit.  I  am  sure  having  an  extra  child  in 
the  family  will  have  an  impact  on  that  woman's  ability  to  survive. 
Let  me  just  move  over  just  briefly  because  I  know  my  time  is  run- 
nine  out. 

The  financing  issue.  Mr.  Ellwood  and  Mrs.  Bane  know  that  was 
an  issue  I  was  very  concerned  with  at  the  very  outset  of  this  mat- 
ter. I  look  to  deal  with  these  things  with  what  is  the  end  result. 

I  can  see  a  bill  on  the  floor  of  the  House  after  the  amendment 
is  completed  on  which  we  will  have  to  vote  up  or  down  or  maybe 
even  after  conference  of  working  out  the  programs  itself  in  terms 
of  maybe  a  $13  billion  bill  that  we  would  pay  for  by  cutting  off  all 
AFDC  and  food  stamps  for  legal  immigrants. 

The  vote  yesterday  with  Mr.  Rohrabacher  is  probably  sympto- 
matic of  what  we  are  seeing  now.  I  am  a  little  alarmed  and  I  hope 
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the  administration  would  be,  too,  because  the  President  could  be 
confronted  with  a  situation  in  which  he  may  have  to  sign  or  veto 
a  bill  which  cuts  legal  immigrants  and  their  benefits  in  States  like 
California,  Texas,  Illinois,  and  Florida  and  New  York,  and  I  don't 
think  he  would  necessarily  want  to  do  that. 

At  the  same  time,  he  would  have  tremendous  pressure  to  sign 
the  legislation  since  he  put  this  issue  in  play,  and  I  just  hope  that 
we  would  look  at  the  situation  in  terms  of  what  the  end  results 
may  be  once  we  begin  this  process  because  I  foresee  that  this  is  a 
very  realistic  result  that  could  happen. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Congressman  Matsui,  we  share  a  concern 
about  cost  shifting  to  the  States  about  inappropriate  decisions  re- 
lated to  legal  people  who  have  been  brought  here  legally  to  this 
country. 

Let  me  also  say  on  the  family  caps  quickly  that  we  do  leave  in 
place  the  food  stamp  program  and  the  Medicaid  program  for  those 
families.  But  you  and  I  share  a  view  that  the  best  thing  we  can 
do  for  poor  children  is  to  do  everything  we  can  to  get  their  families 
working  and  off  the  welfare  system,  so  all  of  these  things  are  an 
attempt  to  get  the  values  straight,  to  send  clear  messages,  we  need 
to  do  as  well  on  the  financing  as  we  do  on  the  substance  of  the  pro- 
gram, and  we  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  to  your  col- 
leagues, and  I  know  the  President  shares  your  broader  concerns 
about  the  financing. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Thank  you.  Madam  Secretary. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have 
a  question  that  Mr.  Thomas  requested  I  submit  for  the  record  and 
ask  the  Secretary  for  her  response.  Madam  Secretary,  you  said  in 
a  recent  speech  that  proposals  that  we  have  been  putting  forward 
on  the  Republican  side  to  remove  cash  assistance  from  young  moth- 
ers who  have  children  out  of  wedlock  were,  in  your  words,  surreal. 

I  have  to  obviously  differ  with  you  on  that,  and  I  want  to  make 
the  case  for  that,  and  I  would  like  to  hear  your  response.  What  I 
do  believe  is  surreal  is  the  fact  that  61  percent  of  children  under 
the  age  of  6  who  are  bom  out  of  wedlock  are  on  welfare  today.  That 
is  a  surreal  number  in  my  opinion  and  68,  almost  69  percent  are 
on  Medicaid. 

Now,  those  are  numbers  as  of  just  a  few  days  ago  that  we  got 
from  the  Census  Bureau.  Your  comment  that  providing  welfare 
benefits  to  young  mothers  who  are  having  children  out  of  wedlock 
will  not  reduce  the  number  of  out-of-wedlock  births  is  directly 
counter  to  your  President's  statement  that  he  made  last  September 
to  Tom  Brokaw  where  he  said  there  is  no  question  that  cutting  wel- 
fare would  be  some  incentive  for  young  girls  not  to  have  dependent 
children  out  of  wedlock. 

So  I  think  there  is  a  substantial  body  of  evidence  out  there  that 
in  fact  providing  financial  support  for  mothers  who  have  children 
out  of  wedlock,  particularly  young  mothers  who  have  children  out 
of  wedlock,  does  in  fact,  if  not  encourage,  certainly  foster  and  pro- 
vide the  wherewithal  to  have  out-of-wedlock  birth. 

The  way  that  your  bill  deals  with  young  mothers  who  have  chil- 
dren out  of  wedlock  is  markedly  different  than  ours.  What  we  do 
is  remove  cash  assistance  and  no  longer  provide  that  support  for 
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that  decision.  What  we  say  is  the  support  should  be  given  by  the 
family  of  the  child  having  the  child  out  of  wedlock — that  it  should 
be  a  family  support  system,  not  a  government  support  system 
where  we  are  providing  financial  incentives. 

What  you  do  is  by  including  just  mothers  who  are  under  the  age 
of  23,  is  put  them  into  a  work-type  program  and  you  provide  a  tre- 
mendous panoply  of  benefits.  You  pay  for  parenting,  birth  control, 
teen  education,  training,  summer  jobs,  mentoring,  and  a  host  of 
other  programs  that  are  directed  at  young  mothers  to  provide  them 
with  financial  achievement. 

Yet,  if  you  look  at  the  studies  that  have  been  done  on  welfare- 
to-work  programs  for  young  mothers,  they  are  an  abject  failure.  In 
the  New  York  Times,  Dr.  Judith  Guerun,  president  of  the  biggest 
corporation  studying  welfare-to-work  programs,  said  that  the  pro- 
gram called  new  chance  served  1,553  teens  in  10  States.  After  18 
months  of  lavish  education,  training,  work  experience,  counseling, 
parenting  and  day  care  services,  young  mothers  who  received  the 
services  were  no  more  likely  to  be  off  welfare  or  in  a  job  than  a 
similar  group  that  received  no  services. 

The  point  we  are  trying  to  make  here  is  that  we  have  tried  and 
we  continue  to  try  to  throw  money  at  young  mothers  to  try  to  get 
them  to  do  what  we  would  like  them  to  do.  What  I  believe  and  I 
think  many  people  believe  is  that  what  we  have  to  do  is  set  respon- 
sible expectations  for  behavior  and  we  should  not  reward  that  be- 
havior with  cash  assistance  to  young  mothers.  I  would  be  happy  to 
have  your  comments. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Congressman,  I  respectfully  disagree  both 
with  your  reading  of  my  speech  as  well  as  your  reading  of  the 
President's  legislation. 

First,  on  the  speech,  I  made  no  reference  to  any  Republican  bill. 
I  simply  objected  to  empowering  America's  recommendations  that 
essentially  removed  any  Federal  responsibility  as  well  as  any  Fed- 
eral protections  for  young  children  and  young  mothers  in  this  coun- 
try and  move  them,  frankly,  from  dependency  to  making  them  des- 
titute. 

In  that  speech  I  was  extremely  careful  to  parallel — in  fact  the 
whole  speech  was  paralleling  the  major  Republican  proposals  with 
the  President's  bill,  and  spoke  favorably  of  the  fact  that  the  major 
elements  of  all  the  bills  are  actually  quite  similar. 

So  the  speech  was  particularly  carefully  crafted  not  to  make  an 
attack  on  the  Mainstream  Forum  or  the  major  Republican  bill.  I 
think  upon  rereading  that  speech,  you  will  find  I  did  that  very 
carefully. 

Second,  on  your  reading  of  the  President's  bill  which  is  different 
than  our  drafting  or  our  own  reading  of  the  President's  bill,  we  in 
fact  take  very  strong  steps  as  to  teenagers  and  the  whole  issue  of 
teenage  pregnancy.  The  reason  that  we  start  with  teenagers  is  be- 
cause this  is  where  the  disaster  is  occurring  in  this  country.  Yes, 
the  MDRC  says  under  the  circumstances  in  their  studies,  that 
teenagers  are  the  toughest  group  to  deal  with. 

But  they  also  report,  as  my  two  colleagues  have  and  as  major 
scholars  have  in  this  country,  that  unless  we  do  something,  half 
the  welfare  population  in  this  country  at  the  end  of  this  decade  will 
be  teenagers,  children  having  children,  and  therefore  we  are  pre- 
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pared  to  recommend  that  this  Congress  bite  off  and  take  on  the 
toughest  group  of  people  and  try  to  reverse  the  pattern  of  a  teenage 
pregnancy,  which  is  a  horrendous  problem,  and  in  which  we  know 
very  little  about  the  problem.  We  have  some  examples  of  programs 
that  work. 

Third,  in  our  program,  we  are  very  clear  to  America's  teenagers 
who  choose  to  have  a  child.  They  must  establish  paternity.  They 
must  live  with  their  families  and  in  the  process  of  living  with  their 
families,  the  family  income  is  taken  into  account,  and  therefore  it 
is  not  necessarily  true  that  each  one  of  those  young  people  with  a 
child  will  be  getting  a  full  cash  payment  under  the  current  AFDC 
program  because  of— because  that  teen  parents'  cash  payment  will 
be  determined  by  their  family  income  and  many  of  them  won't  get 
anv  cash  payment  at  all,  maybe  get  some  food  stamps  and  certainly 
will  get  the  Medicaid  program  so  that  there  isn't  that  significant 
difference. 

And  finally,  we  don't  just  focus  on  teen  parents.  Under  one  of  the 
proposals  that  you  made,  we  allow  States  the  flexibility  of  expand- 
ing the  group  that  they  can't  cover  under  this  program.  And  teen 
parents,  not  only  will  we  establish  paternity,  they  have  to  live  at 
home,  but  they  will  have  to  finish  school  and  when  they  finish 
school,  they  have  to  get  into  an  education  and  training  program 
and  get  out  of  that  program  within  a  2-year  period  and  get  into  the 
work  force. 

So  I  think  that  what  we  have  done  both  in  our  messages  and  get- 
ting the  incentives  right  and  sending  clear  messages  to  American 
teenagers  and  making  sure  they  don  t  set  up  separate  households 
and  get  direct  cash  payments  is  precisely  the  kinds  of  things  that 
vou  have  been  talking  about  and  the  principles  that  are  in  both 
bills,  and  that  is  why  we  believe  very  strongly  that  bipartisanship 
is  possible  in  this  approach. 

We  also,  of  course,  do  something  which  all  of  us  want  to  do,  and 
that  is  hold  both  parents  responsible  financially  for  that  child  for 
the  rest  of  their  lives,  and  that  no  one  gets  off  the  hook  in  the 
President's  bill  or  in  most  of  the  maior  bills  that  we  have  indicated 
that  are  consistent  with  the  principles,  whether  it  is  Congressman 
Matsui's  bill  or  the  bills  that  you  have  supported. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mrs.  Kennelly  and  then  Mr.  Coyne. 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Mr.  Chairman,  I 
would  like  to  apologize  that  I  had  to  leave  for  a  few  minutes  when 
the  opening  statements  were  being  made,  and  I  would  ask  permis- 
sion to  have  my  opening  statement  placed  in  the  record. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Yes,  it  will  be. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  join  with  you  in  welcoming 
Secretary  Donna  Shalala.   Her  personal  commitment  to  overhauling 
our  welfare  system  is  obviously  reflective  of  President  Clinton's 
dedication  to  real  welfare  reform. 

It  is  has  been  said  that  there  is  no  social  program  as 
effective  in  helping  people  as  a  job  --  and  I  agree.   Employment 
provides  not  only  a  paycheck,  but  also  a  sense  of  self-esteem  and 
accomplishment. 

Today,  however,  the  question  before  us  is  not  if  we  should 
move  welfare  recipients  into  jobs.  We  all  agree  that  we  should. 
The  question  is  how  do  we  do  it. 

The  Administration's  proposal  recognizes  correctly  that 
education,  training  and  child  care  must  be  an  integral  part  of 
this  transition  from  public  assistance  to  gainful  employment. 
After  all,  let's  remember  who  the  vast  majority  of  welfare 
recipients  are  --  they  are  single  mothers  and  their  children. 
Without  skills,  these  women  can't  find  employment.   And  without 
child  care,  single  mothers  can't  even  accept  jobs. 

President  Clinton  also  recognizes  that  we  must  make  work 
pay.   Last  year,  we  moved  towards  that  goal  by  increasing  the 
Earned  Income  Tax  Credit,  which  helps  low- wage  working  Americans 
escape  poverty.   Now  we  are  working  to  pass  universal  health  care 
coverage,  which  will  likewise  make  it  easier  for  people  to  leave 
welfare  for  work. 

For  example,  an  individual  leaving  welfare  for  a  job  must 
now  worry  that  she  will  lose  her  health  coverage.   This  barrier 
to  economic  self-sufficiency  would  be  torn  down  by  universal 
health  care  coverage. 

One  of  the  centerpieces  of  the  Administration's  welfare 
reform  plan  is  a  two-year  time  limit  on  benefits.   If  welfare 
recipients  can't  find  jobs  within  that  time,  then  they  would  be 
required  to  work  for  wages  in  a  public  program. 

I  support  requiring  welfare  recipients  to  move  into 
employment  within  two  years.   I  realize,  however,  that  serious 
questions  remain  about  how  to  implement  this  approach,  such  as 
how  many  people  can  actually  be  employed  in  a  public  work 
program?    I  look  forward  to  a  full  debate  on  this  and  other 
issues. 


Another  component  of  welfare  reform  must  be  improved  child 
support  enforcement.   Let  us  forcefully  declare  that  both  parents 
have  a  responsibility  to  support  their  children.   I  introduced 
legislation  last  year  to  improve  child  support  enforcement  that 
would  require  paternity  to  be  established  at  birth,  improve 
parent  locator  registries,  strengthen  penalties  for  non- 
compliance with  child  support  awards,  and  evaluate  work  programs 
for  unemployed  non- custodial  parents.   I  am  pleased  to  say  that 
most  of  these  reforms  have  been  adopted  in  President  Clinton's 
plan. 

Yet  another  phenomenon  that  must  be  stopped  is  children 
having  children.   Preventing  teen  pregnancy  is  critical  to 
welfare  reform.   This  imperative  is  underscored  by  the  fact  that 
over  half  of  all  AFDC  mothers  started  receiving  welfare  as 
teenagers.   I  therefore  strongly  support  the  Administration's 
proposed  outreach  and  educational  initiatives  to  help  reduce  teen 
pregnancy. 

I  would  like  to  close  by  commending  President  Clinton  and 
Secretary  Shalala  for  putting  us  on  the  road  to  reforming  a 
welfare  system  desperately  in  need  of  change.   It  is  time  for 
Congress  to  debate  the  President's  challenge  of  "ending  welfare 
as  we  know  it."   As  we  continue  our  debate  on  this  important 
issue,  I  urge  all  of  my  colleagues  to  keep  three  goals  in  mind: 
reward  work,  demand  responsibility,  and  honor  the  family. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Mrs.  Kennelly.  Thank  you,  Secretary  Shalala,  for  coming  today, 
and  I  thank  you  for  your  commitment  to  welfare  reform.  I  know  it 
mirrors  the  commitment  of  our  President  and  I  know  the  hours, 
the  hundreds  of  hours  you  and  your  colleagues  have  put  into  bring- 
ing forth  this  proposal. 

I  am  just  delighted  that  your  emphasis  is  on  jobs  because  we 
know  that  we  have  to  have  a  paycheck  and  not  a  welfare  check, 
and  having  read  through  your  statement,  having  read  through  the 
President's  proposal,  I  think  we  are  on  the  right  track. 

We  know  it  is  not  only  a  paycheck,  it  is  a  feeling  of  self-esteem, 
it  is  a  feeling  of  being  back  in  the  real  world,  a  world  where  you 
are  responsible.  You  know  some  of  these  people  are  so  young. 
Women  who  are  so  young  when  they  made  a  mistake;  they  want 
a  second  chance. 

I  would  say  to  my  colleague  from  Pennsylvania  that,  yes,  it 
would  be  nice  if  the  families  could  pick  up  and  take  care  of  the 
young  person  and  take  on  those  responsibilities.  But  so  often,  as 
we  well  know  from  many  studies,  there  is  no  family  that  could  do 
this.  Often  a  teenager  who  has  a  child  is  the  daughter  of  a  teen- 
ager who  had  a  child  and  things  aren't  very  good.  The  govern- 
ment's role  is  to  help  those  that  can't  help  themselves,  so  I  have 
to  disagree  that  we  don't  need  those  programs. 

Secretary  Shalala,  we  have  to  be  realistic  about  the  programs. 
We  have  to  be  tough  about  the  programs.  We  have  to  insist  certain 
things  are  done  and  I  join  you  in  this  effort.  I  know  I  differ  with 
some  of  my  colleagues,  but  I  join  you  on  the  2-year  limit  because 
I  think  we  have  to  have  limitations,  we  have  to  set  goals,  we  have 
to  say,  look,  we  can  help  you  now.  We  can  try  to  get  you  over  the 
rough  patch,  but  for  2  years,  then  you  have  to  go  to  work.  I  say 
that,  and  I  know  the  challenge  is  great  to  find  jobs  for  people  who 
are  low  skilled  right  now,  even  before  the  legislation  is  before  us. 
We  have  to  look  across  this  country,  where  are  the  real  iobs,  where 
are  the  jobs  for  those  that  can't  have  a  real  job  due  to  all  the  things 
that  have  happened  in  their  lives? 

First,  a  little  housekeeping,  I  know  my  State,  and  I  am  sure  you 
have  heard  from  other  States  that  are  concerned  about  the  emer- 
gency assistance  to  States.  My  question  to  you:  Is  this  a  cap  or  is 
this  a  reduction?  When  do  you  propose  this,  and  my  State  is  very 
worried  about  it.  I  wish  you  could  help  me  so  I  could  get  a  response 
back  to  them. 

Secretary  Shalala.  It  is  actually  an  attempt  to  in  fact  have  a 
flexible  cap  on  the  program  because  the  emergency  assistance  pro- 
gram will  continue  to  go  up  by  a  reasonable  amount. 

What  we  need  to  do  is  make  sure  that  the  States  aren't — we  need 
to  stop  the  cost  shifting  of  existing  program  expenses  by  the  States 
to  the  emergency  assistance  program. 

Let  me  call  on  Dr.  Bane  who  is  a  particular  expert  on  this  pro- 
gram and  who  actually  knows  the  Connecticut  situation. 

Ms.  Bane.  As  Secretary  Shalala  said,  the  cap  is  constructed  in 
such  a  way  as  to  slow  the  growth  in  the  program.  We  have  devised 
an  allocation  formula  under  the  cap  which  takes  into  account  two 
factors,  overall  AFDC  caseloads  and  spending  in  a  State,  and  sec- 
ond, the  State's  previous  experience  with  the  emergency  assistance 
program,  so  we  have  tried  to  devise  an  allocation  program  which 
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protects  the  States  which  have  been  using  the  emergency  assist- 
ance money  for  important  purposes. 

I  can  explain  to  you  or  to  your  staff  in  more  detail  how  this  will 
work.  We  have  done  some  estimates  for  the  States  which  are  pretty 
rough  at  this  point  because  we  still  haven't  gotten  all  the  details 
on  approved  State  plans  and  that  sort  of  thing,  but  I  would  be 
happy  to  share  more  with  you. 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Bane,  and  I  will  get  together 
with  you  so  we  can  calm  people  down.  Let's  get  back.  I  would  like 
to  get  back  to  the  teenager. 

I  heard  what  you  had  to  say.  Secretary  Shalala,  in  your  remarks, 
but  I  am  interested  in — I  happen  to  also  come  from  a  town,  Hart- 
ford, Conn.,  that  ranks  third,  I  hate  to  say  it  out  loud,  third  in  the 
proportion  of  births  to  teenage  parents,  so  we  understand  the  situa- 
tion very  well. 

You  talk  about  grants.  You  talk  about  programs  in  1,000  schools 
across  these  United  States.  Could  you  further  explain  to  us  how 
this  will  come  about?  I  will  be  very  frank  to  you,  how  will  we  get 
that  help  because  this — we  are  in  a  war  right  here  on  this  situa- 
tion. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you,  Congresswoman. 

We  are  talking  about  a  series  of  grants  of  using  the  school  as  the 
center  really  to  mobilize  a  community  strategy.  This  is  not  an  issue 
in  which  we  have  a  model  to  reduce  teenage  pregnancy  in  a  com- 
munity. 

We  believe  that  it  will  take  every  element  of  the  community,  the 
churches,  the  civic  leaders,  the  parents,  the  kids  themselves,  young 
people  themselves  being  involved  in  programs  and  we  believe  that 
by  giving  1,000  relatively  small  grants,  $300,000  over  5  years,  that 
will  be  the  glue  money  to  put  a  public-private-school-community 
partnership  together  so  that  everybody  works  on  the  issue  of  teen 
pregnancy  together. 

Some  of  teen  pregnancy — many  people  have  said  is  hopelessness, 
not  having  a  sense  of  what  deferment  means  and  some  of  it  is  us 
not  communicating  very  clearly  to  a  teenager  what  are  the  con- 
sequences of  risky  behavior,  and  I  consider  early  sexual  activity  by 
unmarried  people  risky  behavior,  particularly  by  these  very,  very 
young  people. 

So  the  combination  needs  to  be  put  together,  but  it  can't  be  put 
together  in  some  kind  of  a  Federal  model.  It  has  to  be  a  commu- 
nity-based model,  and  that  is  what  the  grants  are  about. 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  So  that  in  effect  would  answer  Mr.  Santorum's 
concern  in  another  way,  if  there  isn't  the  family  in  the  traditional 
sense  of  the  word  family,  the  community  becomes  the  family.  The 
community  comes  together  to  figure  out  how  they  can  address  this 
problem.  Put  the  church,  the  people  who  care  about  reducing  this 
number,  the  individuals  themselves,  and  the  educators  together, 
and  then  they  apply  for  the  grant  and  support  the  individual  in 
trying  to  not  have  another  baby. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Exactly.  As  the  President  has  said  on  other 
occasions,  governments  don't  bring  up  children,  communities  do. 
And  putting  all  these  pieces  together  very  much  has  to  be  a  com- 
munity effort. 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  Thank  you  very  much.  Madam  Secretary. 
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Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Let's  go  now  to  Mr.  Coyne,  then  Mr. 
Levin,  then  Mr.  Cardin,  then  Mr.  Houghton. 

Mr.  Coyne.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Welcome  Madam  Sec- 
retary and  thank  you  for  your  initiative. 

In  an  eariier  exchange,  one  of  the  members  indicated  that  there 
are  no  savings  or  no  resources  here  from  restricting  the  amount  of 
SSI  for  alcohohcs  and  those  who  abuse  drugs. 

In  my  reading  of  the  legislation,  that  is  not  entirely  accurate. 

Secretary  Shalala.  That  is  correct.  In  the — in  our  welfare  reform 
financing,  we  are  making  an  assumption  of  $800  million  that  would 
come  out  of  changes  in  the  SSI  program  as  it  affects  addicts. 

Mr.  Coyne.  On  another  subject,  how  severely  have  you  been  con- 
strained in  formulating  this  welfare  reform  proposal  by  the  lack  of 
financial  resources  and  revenues?  Would  the  proposal  have  been 
more  ambitious  had  you  had  additional  revenue  and  financial  re- 
sources? 

Secretary  Shalala.  You  know,  Congressman  Coyne,  it  is  hard  to 
ask  someone  like  me  that  question.  I  have — I  am  a  Cabinet  officer 
in  the  Clinton  administration,  not  in  the  Johnson  administration, 
and  I  have  spent  my  whole  career  reducing  budgets,  reallocating 
bases,  taking  resources  that  we  are  spending  here  to  focus  them  on 
new  initiatives,  on  new  ways  of  doing  things,  so  my  whole  world 
view  is  of  doing  this  exactly  the  way  we  would  like  to  do  it. 

I  am  certain  that,  and  from  reading  Mr.  Matsui's  bill  and  some 
other  bills,  there  are  recommendations  for  doing  more  with  the 
working  poor,  like  more  child  care.  There  are  other  kinds  of  sup- 
portive elements  in  some  of  those  other  bills.  We  lived  within  the 
constraints  and  within  the  rules  that  we  had  to  live  within,  but  the 
core  of  the  program  that  the  task  force  recommended,  this  is  both 
intellectually  coherent  and  workable,  and  will  make  a  significant 
difference  at  $9.3  billion  which  is  where  the  President  supported  it, 
and  therefore  we  gave  up  nothing  of  any  significance. 

The  core  of  the  task  force's  recommendations  are  funded  and 
funded  at  a  sufficient  level  to  at  least  lead  us  to  the  conclusion  as 
an  administration  that  we  can  recommend  it  to  you  as  something 
that  will  work  given  the  phasein  strategy. 

Mr.  Coyne.  Well,  I  know  it  must  be  the  hope  of  you  and  the  ad- 
ministration that  at  the  end  of  the  2-year  period,  you  would  have 
a  public  sector  job,  if  not  a  private  sector  job,  for  all  those  who  are 
enrolled  in  the  program. 

But  in  the  event  that  that  is  not  the  case  and  at  the  end  of  the 
2-year  period  you  are  not  able  to  put  everyone  on  either  private 
sector  employment  or  subsidized  public  sector  employment,  what  is 
the  alternative  for  that  individual? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Well,  before  that  would  happen,  we  would 
come  back  to  Congress  for  a  discussion  of  whether  our  calculations 
were  off  in  terms  of  our  need  for  more  support  for  some  subsidized 
jobs,  but  we  think  we  have  done  careful  calculations  over  the  next 
few  years.  But  if  we  had  any  concerns  moving  into  the  program 
over  2  or  3  years,  the  responsible  thing  would  be  not  to  wait  until 
the  end  but  to  come  back  here  and  be  very  clear  about  what  our 
concerns  were. 

Mr.  Coyne.  Rather  than  just  dropping  people  off. 
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Secretary  Shalala.  Absolutely.  Absolutely.  We  have — this  is  an 
issue — we  have  a  responsibility  having  designed  the  program  to 
make  sure  that  it  is  properly  fiiinded  and  if  it  is  not,  then  the  re- 
sponsibility, it  seems  to  me,  of  the  administration  is  to  come  back 
here  and  have  a  full  and  frank  discussion  with  the  Congress. 

Mr.  Coyne.  On  another  subject,  will  people  who  are  in  the  work 
program  be  covered  with  regard  to  health  insurance  and  child  care? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Yes. 

Mr.  Coyne.  They  will.  Thank  you. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  All  right.  Mr.  Levin,  then  Mr.  Cardin 
and  then  Mr.  Houghton. 

Mr.  Levin.  Thank  you,  Mr,  Chairman. 

Mr.  Chairman,  you  have  made  some  powerful  points  about  the 
connection  between  health  and  welfare.  I  think  there  is  another 
connection.  In  both  cases,  the  President  took  the  initiative  and 
launched  nationwide  discussion  and  debate.  I  think  in  both  cases 
it  will  turn  out  the  final  product  will  have  changed  from  the  initial 
proposal,  but  that  is  appropriate  and  to  be  expected. 

Let  me  just  ask  one  question  about  cost,  and  then  I  want  to  go 
back  to  the  age  group  issue.  Do  you  have  projections  of  the  likely 
cost  expenditures  for  years  6  through  10? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Yes.  We  would  be  happy  to  provide  that. 

Mr.  Levin.  What  are  they,  if  you  might  give  them  to  the  commit- 
tee? 

Secretary  Shalala.  I  think  we  are  going  to  have  to  provide  them 
for  the  record,  but  we  do  have  them. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 

Our  10-year  cost  estimates  have  not  been  finalized  or  cleared  for  release. 

Mr.  Levin.  OK  Second,  let  me  pick  up  where  Mr.  Santorum  left 
off.  He  talked  about  the  age  group  and  the  difficulties  of  working 
with  younger  mothers.  One  conclusion  you  can  draw  from  that  is 
that  you  essentially  say  we  will  withdraw  benefits.  However,  the 
impact  of  that  approach  on  the  children  needs  to  be  considered.  But 
there  is  another  issue  that  I  want  to  raise  when  we  discuss  which 
part  of  the  AFDC  caseload  is  worked  with,  and  that  is  the  issue 
of  State  flexibility. 

As  you  know,  I  have  concerns  about  whether  we  should  prescribe 
from  Washington  the  age  group  that  States  must  work  with  first. 
I  think  we  should  give  States  both  more  flexibility  and  responsibil- 
ity. There  was  reference  to  MDRC's  new  chance  study.  Let  me  just 
read  to  you  from  those  findings. 

It  says,  "The  early  findings  do  indicate  that  the  women  in  both 
the  experimental  and  control  groups,"  these  are  women  16  to  22, 
"have  a  considerable  way  to  go  before  attaining  self-sufficiency.  At 
the  time  of  the  18-month  interview,  61  percent  of  the  sample  had 
not  yet  obtained  their  GEDs  or  high  school  diplomas,  65  percent 
were  neither  employed  nor  in  an  education  or  training  program, 
and  82  percent  were  still  on  welfare." 

This  and  other  studies  that  show  the  difficulties  lead  to  mv  ques- 
tion. You  say,  "Well,  let's  take  the  most  difficult  first."  But  it  States 
think  they  can  work  most  cost-effectively  with  a  broader  part  of  the 
caseload,  why  should  we  in  Washington  demand  that  they  take 
only  young  people  first? 
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Secretary  Shalala.  We  actually  give  the  States  the  authority  to 
expand  the  program  beyond  the  young  people  that  we  would  like 
them  to  target.  That  is  number  one,  so  there  is  flexibility.  It  may 
not  be  quite  as  much  flexibility  as  you  would  like,  Mr.  Levin,  but 
there  certainly  is  the  flexibility  for  them  to  expand  the  program. 

We  believe  very  strongly,  as  you  do,  that  there  ought  to  be  State 
flexibility  on  this  issue.  Let  me  go  back  to  my  first  point,  though. 

The  group  most  at  risk  for  long-term  dependency  are  young  peo- 
ple, particularly  these  teenage  mothers.  If  you  look  at  the  group 
who  have  been  on  welfare  for  the  longest  time,  they  were  more 
likely  than  not  to  be  high  school  dropouts  and  had  their  first  child 
as  a  teenager. 

The  issue  of  teenage  pregnancy,  who  is  having  children  in  this 
country,  their  ability  to  raise  those  children  and  take  responsibility 
over  the  long  term  is  an  issue  of  such  magnitude  that  not  to  target 
this  reform  on  that  group  as  opposed  to  taking,  frankly,  the  easier 
group  is  something  that  we  just  don't  think  that  we  can  rec- 
ommend. And  for  government  officials  to  come  before  you  and  say, 
"We  believe  this  country  must  take  on  the  toughest  issue  or  it  is 
going  to  be  a  very  different  kind  of  country,"  I  think  is  a  very  im- 
portant message. 

What  we  need  to  assure  is  that  we  put  enough  resources  on  the 
front  end,  and  that  we  have  been  candid  about  how  tough  it  is.  We 
believe  the  new  chance  study,  and  the  findings,  are  targeted,  nar- 
rower and  comprise  a  more  disadvantaged  subset  of  the  AFDC  pop- 
ulation, and  that  there  are  other  studies  of,  for  instance,  the  teen 
parent  demonstration  program  that  we  did  in  New  Jersey  and  in 
Illinois  that  did  show  better  progress.  But,  in  no  way  do  we  want 
to  underestimate  the  difficulty  of  working  with  teenagers  but,  on 
the  contrary,  emphasize  the  extraordinary  opportunity  and  impor- 
tance of  doing  so. 

So  we  ag^ee  with  you  on  the  flexibility,  but  we  are,  as  you  can 
see,  passionate  about  the  need  for  this  country  to  confront  the  issue 
of  teenage  pregnancy. 

Mr.  Levin.  Well,  I  share  very  much  that  passionate  view  on  con- 
fronting teen  pregnancy.  This  does  not,  however,  change  my  view 
that  States  should  have  greater  flexibility  to  work  with  different 
age  groups.  I  think  we  need  to  look  at  other  studies,  the  JTPA 
study,  for  example,  that  show  the  difficulty  of  working  only  with 
younger  mothers. 

I  think  we  also  have  to  acknowledge  that  it  isn't  easy  to  work 
with  any  age  group.  It  is  not  enough  to  be  brave,  we  also  want  to 
be  effective.  We  not  only  want  to  tackle  difficult  problems,  we  want 
to  solve  them.  I  know  you  share  that  view. 

Secretary  Shalala.  I  absolutely  do. 

Mr.  Levin.  What  we  need  most  of  all  is  something  that  will 
work.  My  question  is  how  much  we  want  the  States  to  be  partners 
in  determining  what  will  work,  and  how  much  we  want  that  deci- 
sion to  come  from  Washington  for  a  lot  of  reasons,  including  the 
need  to  try  to  find  private  sector  jobs.  I  think  there  is  a  good  deal 
to  be  said  for  a  strong,  full  State-Federal  partnership.  Let  the 
States  have  a  significant  role  in  designing  the  program.  We  will  be 
working  on  this. 
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Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you,  Congressman.  And  you  really 
have  hit  a  key  issue,  and  that  is  the  States  must  very  much  buy 
into  this,  and  therefore  the  flexibility  we  provide  to  them  will  be 
key  to  their  own  commitment  and  their  own  buying  so  this  pro- 
gram will  work.  And  we  share  that  view.  We  look  forward  to  work- 
ing with  you  on  that  issue. 

Mr.  Levin.  Great.  Thank  you.  I  so  much  agree  with  that  phras- 
ing of  it.  Thank  you. 

Acting  Chairman  GffiBONS.  Mr.  Cardin,  then  Mr.  Houghton. 

Mr.  Cardin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Madam  Secretary,  let  me  first  thank  you  and  your  colleagues  for 
the  meaningful  way  in  which  you  worked  with  Members  of  Con- 
gress, on  both  sides  of  the  aisle,  in  the  development  of  this  legisla- 
tion. You  kept  us  informed  and  sought  our  views.  I  think  it  really 
produced  a  much  better  product,  and  I  personally  want  to  thank 
you  for  that. 

I  want  to  follow  up  on  the  comments  of  Mr.  Levin  as  it  relates 
to  the  State-Federal  partnership.  I  have  met  with  many  people  in 
my  State  who  are  responsible  for  the  administration  of  the  welfare 
system.  They  share  your  passion  for  welfare  reform,  but  most  want 
to  simplify  the  system.  They  want  to  insure  that  as  we  enact  legis- 
lation nationally,  we  don't  put  additional  burdens  on  our  States 
that  are  inconsistent  with  many  of  the  programs  that  have  been 
passed  at  the  national  level.  We  have  different  rules  today  for  food 
stamps  and  welfare  and  our  well-intended  programs  sometimes  cre- 
ate more  burdens  on  our  States. 

You  indicate  in  your  statement  that  you  are  looking  for  a  way 
that  will  simplify.  I  would  urge  you  to  work  with  our  State  people 
in  making  sure  that  our  intentions  are  carried  out  in  that  legisla- 
tion. 

I  do  want  to  refer  to  one  part  of  your  testimony  where  you  talk 
about  performance,  not  process.  You  say  that  the  legislation  will 
allow  the  phasein  of  an  outcome-based  system  with  funding  incen- 
tives and  penalties  directly  linked  to  the  performance  of  States, 
caseworkers,  service  provisions,  job  placement,  and  job  and  child 
support  collection. 

Many  of  us  have  concerns  about  rigid  Federal  guidelines  on  sanc- 
tions. They  are  going  to  be  very  difficult  for  us  to  enforce.  We  are 
very  interested  in  outcome  guidelines.  If  we  accomplish  certain 
things  at  the  local  levels,  we  should  be  rewarded  for  that.  I  am 
wondering  whether  you  would  just  perhaps  spell  out  a  little  more 
your  thoughts  about  the  flexibility  given  to  our  States. 

Secretary  Shalala.  One  of  the  advantages  of  having  convinced 
Dr.  Bane  from  coming  from  her  position  of  running  the  New  York 
State  welfare  system  is  that  she  has  very  strong  views  which  are 
consistent  with  yours  about  both  the  simplification  issue  as  well  as 
not  providing  just  rigid  Federal  models  and  to  get  the  States  to  buy 
in  to  provide  the  incentives  that  measure  outcomes  as  opposed  to 
the  input.  So  let  me  ask  Dr.  Bane  to  specifically  describe  what  we 
hope  is  a  pretty  carefully  devised  and  interesting  way  of  trying  to 
get  the  outcomes  that  we  all  wish. 

Ms.  Bane.  Congressman  Cardin,  I  hear  from  the  States  all  the 
time,  as  you  do,  how  important  it  is  to  move  toward  a  system 
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which  looks  at  performance  and  doesn't  look  at  process,  and  we  are 
committed  to  that. 

We  are  also  committed  to  working  with  the  States  to  develop  the 
measures  and  the  standards  and  the  rewards  and  sanctions,  so 
what  you  will  fmd  in  the  legislation  is  the  laying  out  of  a  process 
over  a  several-year  period  where  we  work  with  the  States,  where 
we  begin  gathering  data  and  sorting  it,  where  we  develop  meas- 
ures, where  we  develop  standards  and  then  put  the  sanctions  in 
place. 

And  you  will  also  see  in  the  legislation  a  process  by  which  we 
begin  moving  some  of  those  out-based,  performance-based  stand- 
ards into  the  quality  control  system  which  is  the  best  example  of 
a  process  which  focuses  on  process  and  not  on  all  the  outcomes  that 
we  want  to  achieve.  Again,  we  will  be  working  very  closely  with  the 
States  to  make  sure  that  that  process  actually  works. 

Mr.  Caedin.  Let  me  just  underscore  one  point.  I  agree  with  Mrs. 
Kennelly  in  support  of  a  2-year  limit  on  cash  payments.  But  we  all 
know  that  there  are  going  to  be  exceptions.  If  we  seek  too  rigid  of 
a  definition,  we  are  going  to  run  into  all  types  of  hard  examples 
that  are  going  to  be  given  under  the  circumstances.  But  if  we  allow 
our  States  some  flexibility  in  accomplishing  the  results  that  we  all 
know  are  in  the  overwhelming  number  of  people  requesting  cash 
assistance,  I  think  we  will  be  developing  a  better  national  model. 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  agree  with  that,  Congressman,  and  fully 
give  the  States  a  certain  number  of  exemptions  as  opposed  to  giv- 
ing them  a  lot  of  detail  on  that.  Really,  again,  this  is  going  to  be — 
this  new  system  is  going  to  be  run  by  the  people  who  have  run  it, 
but  in  a  different  culture,  and  we  have  to  change  the  culture  from 
our  side,  too,  and  have  a  different  relationship  with  the  States.  And 
we  look  forward — you  have  had  long  experience  in  your  State — we 
look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  these  issues. 

Mr.  Cardin.  Thank  you. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Houghton. 

Mr.  Houghton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Madam  Secretary,  it  is  great  to  see  you.  Thanks  for  being  here. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Houghton.  You  know  there  has  been  a  lot  of  talk  about  jobs 
and  you  have  said  here  on  page  3  of  your  testimony  the  JOBS  pro- 
gram will  be  the  centerpiece  of  the  public  assistance  system.  I 
guess  the  thing  that  I  worry  about  is  where  those  jobs  will  come 
from.  We  are  talking  about  access  and  education  and  training  and 
EITC  and  child  care  and  temporary  help,  but  the  question  is,  who 
creates  those  jobs? 

After  the  Republican  bill  was  published  last  year,  what  I  did  is 
I  went  around  to  various  social  service  agencies  in  the  district  that 
I  represent  and  I  got  some  interesting  ideas.  I  don't  know  if  this 
would  be  of  help  or  not  but  let  me  just  share  them  with  you. 

One  was  up-front  job  search  for  the  AFDC  applicant  mothers, 
which  was  a  great  idea.  In  other  words,  you  search  for  the  job  be- 
fore you  have  the  training.  Second,  job  training  before  work  is  a 
waste  of  money.  There  are  no  $10  jobs  out  there  anymore. 

So  I  guess  with  all  the  emphasis  on  job  creation,  somebody  has 
to  receive  those  people  who  now  want  to  get  off  welfare.  Somebody 
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has  tx)  receive  the  mothers  on  welfare  who  have  been  educated  and 
trained  and  get  the  EITC  and  all  sorts  of  things  like  that. 

I  just  wonder  whether  there  are  pools  of  funds  in  this  program 
that  you  suggest  which  may  make  it  possible  for  those  who  want 
to  be  self-employed  by  creating  their  own  jobs,  but  don't  have  any 
net  worth  or  don't  have  any  income,  to  be  able  to  do  something  like 
this,  or  whether  you  have  gone  to  the  people  who  really  are  em- 
ploying, which  is  the  smaller-  to  middle-sized  companies,  and  say, 
"Hey,  what  do  we  do  to  help  you  employ  people  who  really  want 
to  make  an  effort  in  this  life?" 

Secretary  Shalala.  The  answer  is  yes,  yes,  Congressman  Hough- 
ton, that,  in  fact,  there  is  support  for  microenterprise  kinds  of  ini- 
tiatives as  part  of  this.  We  very  much  think  that  the  jobs  of  the 
future  are  in  the  private  sector  adding  one  job  or  two  jobs  as  op- 
posed to  looking  for  new  industry  necessarily  to  move  in. 

But  again,  and  again  on  the  research  and  what  we  know  about 
where  education  and  training  makes  a  difference,  it  actually  prob- 
ably makes  a  little  bit  more  of  a  difference  with  younger  people 
than  it  does  with  older  people.  There  are  certainly  people  that  are 
job-ready  that  ought  to  be  looking  for  a  job  immediately,  and  as 
soon  as  they  find  one  get  out  there  and  get  to  work. 

So  I  think  what  our  experience  has  been  in  the  multitude  of  dem- 
onstrations across  the  country  is  some  people  are  ready  to  work 
now.  Some  people  need  a  little  bit  more  education  and  training  and 
some  help  on  the  job  search,  and  we  ought  not  to  be  too  rigid  in 
our  proposals. 

And  finally,  70  percent  of  the  people  who  are  currently — who  will 
be  joining  the  welfare  rolls  will  find  jobs  within  2  years,  90  percent 
within  5  years.  Their  problems  have  been  to  stay  in  those  jobs,  and 
therefore  we  must  pay  attention  both  to  the  initial  process  but  very 
much  to  what  it  takes  to  keep  people  in.  We  have  suggested  the 
earned  income  tax  credit  and  child  care  and  health  care  as  well  as 
the  proper  education  and  training  mix,  finishing  school  in  the  case 
of  teenagers  and  some  of  the  other  elements  as  well  as  supportive 
private  sector  employers  that  are  willing  to  be  partners  with  us. 

Mr.  Houghton.  (Jould  I  just  add  one  more  comment,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Acting  Chairman  GffiBONS.  Sure. 

Mr.  Houghton.  I  know  there  is  a  red  light  on  here.  But  you 
know  I  would  feel  better — and  I  know  this  is  an  overwhelming 
problem — ^but  I  would  feel  better  if  the  U.S.  Government,  meaning 
all  of  us,  were  to  say,  "Look,  we  are  going  to  provide  all  of  these 
things  which  we  have  talked  about  in  the  bill  which  are  good  and 
fine  and  decent,  and  the  child  care  and  the  EITC  and  the  access 
and  training  and  everything  like  that,  but  also  we  are  going  to  do 
something  special  to  create  a  job  atmosphere  where  people  then 
can  go.  We  are  not  going  to  leave  it  up  to  chance.  We  are  not  just 
going  to  leave  it  up  to  the  private  sector.  We  are  going  to  work  di- 
rectly with  the  private  sector  on  this." 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  agree  with  that,  Congressman,  and  very 
much  part  of  this  proposal  is  to  change  the  culture  of  the  welfare 
office  into  a  worker  support  office.  The  whole  mentality  of  the  wel- 
fare system  in  this  country  must  change.  The  culture,  the  offices 
themselves,  from  getting  people  eligible  for  checks  to  helping  peo- 
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pie  to  help  themselves  to  get  ready  to  get  into  the  work  force,  and 
then  working  with  the  private  sector  employer  so  that,  again,  so 
that  people  can  stay  in  the  job,  so  that  they  were  ready  for  the  jobs, 
and  so  that  we  are  providing  genuine  opportunity  that  can  be  sus- 
tained over  a  long  period  of  time  as  opposed  to  a  revolving  door. 

Thank  you. 

Mr.  Houghton.  Thank  you. 

All  done,  Mr.  Chairman.  Thank  you. 

Acting  Chairman  GffiBONS.  All  right,  fine.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Hoagland,  then  Mr.  Stark,  then  we  will  go  to  Mr.  Camp. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  Welcome,  Madam  Secretary.  Certainly  it  is  good 
to  have  you  here. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  In  the  vein  of  what  we  can  realistically  hope  to 
pass  this  year  with  about  8  weeks  left  or  thereabouts  in  this  ses- 
sion, I  am  wondering  if  we  can  focus  on  the  child  support  payment 
and  the  establishment  of  paternity  issues  with  an  idea  of  maybe 
trying  to  get  that  piece  done  this  year. 

Let  me  ask  you  first,  what  do  you  expect  or  what  are  you  calling 
on  this  committee  to  actually  try  to  get  done  this  year? 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  would  like  the  whole  ball  of  wax,  Con- 
gressman Hoagland.  Let  me  tell  you  why.  And  that  is,  we  started 
talking  about  teenage  pregnancy  and  what  a  horrendous  issue  it 
was  in  this  country  and  that  half  of  the  welfare  rolls  are  going  to 
be  made  up  of  people  who  were  teenagers  and  had  their  first  child 
as  teenagers. 

We  would  like  to  change  the  entire  welfare  system,  the  culture 
of  the  welfare  office,  the  expectations  of  the  recipient  as  well  as  the 
government  and  getting  the  values  right,  changing  it  to  work-work 
as  opposed  to  a  program  that  encourages  dependency,  making  cer- 
tain that  people  can  get  off  and  stay  off,  sending  the  clearest  pos- 
sible messages  to  the  recipients,  particularly  to  the  youngest  recipi- 
ents, putting  the  responsibility  piece  in  place  not  just  as  part  of  the 
child  support  enforcement,  not  just  the  establishment  of  paternity, 
but  making  certain  that  that  young  person  stays  at  home,  finishes 
school. 

We  think  these  pieces  very  much  fit  together,  and  therefore  to 
break  off  the  child  support  enforcement,  which  at  least  looks  on  the 
surface  like  it  is  a  piece  you  could  roll  off  without  doing  all  the 
other  pieces,  we  see  it  as  holistic,  as  a  holistic  plan,  and  very  much 
believe  if  we  are  going  to  change  both  the  government's  behavior 
and  people's  behavior  and  their  sense  of  responsibility,  we  ought  to 
do  the  whole  thing. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  Would  it  be  your  preference  that  we  not  do  any 
piece  of  it  if  we  can't  do  the  whole  thing? 

Secretary  Shalai^.  Our  strong  recommendation  is  that  you  see 
the  interrelationship  between  the  parts  of  this  plan  because  it  has 
been  designed  to  fit  together  as  opposed  to  individual  pieces  that 
could  be  broken  off. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  On  the  issue  of  child  support  payments  and  the 
establishment  of  paternity,  do  you  have  any  current  data  concern- 
ing the  progress  of  the  States  in  collecting  child  support  and  estab- 
lishing paternity  that  you  can  share  with  us? 
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Secretary  Shalala.  We  can  provide  it  for  the  record.  We  do  have 
some  data.  We  also  know  that  80  percent  of  fathers,  for  instance, 
show  up  at  the  hospital.  We  can  get  much  better  numbers  in  pater- 
nity establishment  if  we  do  it  there.  We  know  about  successful  pro- 
grams in  different  parts  of  the  country  but  we  can  provide  you  with 
that  information. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 

In  fiscal  year  1993,  child  support  collections  reached  a  record  high  of  over  $8.9 
billion,  an  11.8  percent  increase  over  the  prior  year.  Of  that  total  amount,  "AFDC 
collections"  (amounts  collected  by  the  child  support  enforcement  program  and  dis- 
tributed during  the  year  on  behalf  of  families  receiving  benefits  from  the  AFDC, 
title  IV-E  Foster  Care,  and  Medicaid  programs)  amounted  to  $2.4  billion  in  fiscal 
year  1993,  an  increase  of  7.0  percent  over  the  prior  year  and  51.7  percent  since  fis- 
cal year  1989.  In  fiscal  year  1993,  AFDC  collections  were  27.1  percent  of  total  collec- 
tions. 

Legal  establishment  of  paternity  is  a  prerequisite  for  receiving  child  support. 
States  have  put  increased  effort  into  paternity  establishment  as  a  result  of  the  Fam- 
ily Support  Act  and  as  an  outgrowth  of  previous  audit  failures.  A  record  554,205 
children  had  their  paternity  established  by  the  child  support  enforcement  program 
in  fiscal  year  1993.  This  represents  an  increase  of  7.4  percent  over  the  prior  year,  \ 
and  a  63.4  percent  increase  in  5  years.  The  average  number  of  children  in  the  child  \ 
support  enforcement  caseload  requiring  paternity  establishment  was  3.5  million  in 
fiscal  year  1993. 

The  attached  material,  which  is  an  excerpt  from  the  18th  Report  to  Congress  on 
Child  Support  Enforcement,  highlights  innovations  in  State  child  support  programs 
in  paternity  establishment.  This  report  is  prepared  annually  by  the  Office  of  Child 
Support  Enforcement,  Administration  for  Children  and  Families,  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services. 
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states  that  do  not  have  approved  State  plans  typically  have 
implemented  a  procedure,  but  not  in  complete  conformity  with 
statutory  and  regulatory  requirements.  This  is  the  case  with  wage 
withholding,  where  all  states  have  implemented  some  type  of  wage 
withholding  program.  OCSE  continues  to  work  with  the  States  that 
have  not  yet  met  all  requirements. 

The  remainder  of  this  chapter  discusses  in  more  detail  specific 
State  program  activities  and  innovations. 

Innovations  in  State  Child  Support  Programs 

■     PATERNITY  ESTABLZSHMEMT 

Paternity  establishment  can  provide  social,  economic  and  medical 
benefits  to  children.  In  FY  1993,  over  554,000  children  had 
paternity  established  for  them  by  the  Child  Support  Enforcement 
program. 

A  legally  established  relationship  can  be  a  first  step  in 
creating  a  bond  between  a  father  and  his  child,  giving  the  child 
a  sense  of  family  heritage. 

Knowledge  of  a  parent's  medical  history  may  help  predict 
susceptibility  to' certain  medical  disorders  and  aid  in  diagnosis 
in  case  of  illness. 

Establishing  paternity  for  a  child  born  out-of-wedlock  and  having 
that  parent  contribute  financial  assistance  for  the  child's 
upbringing  benefits  society  and  the  child.  In  addition  to  this 
source  of  income  for  the  family,  noncustodial  parents  provide 
their  children  with  legal  access  to  other  important  income 
security  benefits  such  as  Social  Security  benefits,  pension 
benefits,  veterans'  benefits,  and  other  rights  of  inheritance. 

The  Family  Support  Act  of  1988  placed  increased  emphasis  on 
paternity  establishment  by  setting  standards  of  performance, 
mandating  genetic  testing  upon  request,  increasing  Federal 
sharing  in  necessary  laboratory  testing  costs,  and  encouraging 
simple  civil  processes  to  establish  paternity.  Some  of  the  most 
exciting  innovations  in  the  program  are  in  this  area.  The  Omnibus 
Budget  Reconciliation  Act  (OBRA)  of  1993  capitalizes  on  some  of 
the  pioneering  State  innovations  in  paternity  establishment  by 
requiring  States  to  have  programs  for  in-hospital  paternity 
establishment  and  administrative  establishment  of  paternity. 

In-hospital  paternity  establishment.  By  the  end  of  FY  1993, 
hospital-based  paternity  progrcims  already  existed  or  were  under 
development  in  about  half  the  States,  including  Arkansas, 
Colorado,  the  District  of  Columbia,  Michigan,  New  York,  Ohio, 
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Virginia,  Washington,  and  West  Virginia,  although  on  less  than  a 
statewide  basis  in  many  instances.  Parents  are  presented  with 
information  about  the  benefits  and  responsibilities  of 
establishing  paternity  as  well  as  their  rights  and  given  the 
opportunity  to  acknowledge  paternity  voluntarily  at  the  hospital. 

In  Washington  and  West  Virginia,  hospital  progrzuns  have  been 
successful  in  achieving  voluntary  acknowledgments  of  paternity 
for  approximately  40  percent  of  out-of-wedlock  births.  The 
Virginia  progrzun  has  been  able  to  establish  paternity  in  25  to  30 
percent  of  out-of-wedlock  births.  Officials  in  the  States  believe 
that  rates  may  go  much  higher  as  these  programs  gain  more 
experience. 

The  programs  appear  to  be  most  effective  when  they  establish 
contact  with  the  parents  at  the  time  of  birth,  have  trained 
hospital  staff  furnish  information  to  both  parents,  and  allow  the 
parents  to  submit  a  voluntary  acknowledgment  of  paternity  even 
after  leaving  the  hospital  since  most  mothers  now  stay  in  the 
hospital  for  only  a  very  short  time. 

Collaboration  among  several  organizations  in  Ohio  led  to 
development  of  the  Ohio  Paternity  Establishment  Program.  PEP  is 
the  result  of  a  joint  legislative  effort  by  the  Ohio  Department 
of  Human  Services'  Child  Support  Enforcement  Administration,  the 
Ohio  Department  of  Health,  the  Ohio  Hospital  Association,  and  the 
Ohio  Children's  Defense  Fund.  In  199X,  the  Ohio  Children's 
Defense  Fund  documented  a  striking  increase  over  a  10-year  period 
in  the  percentage  of  Ohio's  children  who  needed  child  support 
because  they  were  born  to  unwed  mothers.  Between  1980  and  1989, 
the  percentage  of  out-of-wedlock  births  in  the  Ohio  child  support 
caseload  rose  from  33  peircent  to  SO  percent. 

The  PEP  statute,  effective  on  July  15,  1992,  was  enacted  with  the 
intent  of  making  major  improvements  in  Ohio's  paternity 
establishment  rates.  It  requires  county  child  support  agencies  to 
prepare  paternity  establishment  compliance  plans  and  to  report 
regularly  on  their  progress.  It  also  requires  all  hospitals  to 
provide  staff  to  disseminate  information  on  paternity 
establishment. 

PEP  is  being  implemented  through  contracts  written  between  the 
Ohio  Department  of  Health  and  each  hospital.  The  Child  Support 
Enforcement  Administration  has  a  fund  which  it  allocates  to  the 
hospitals  based  on  their  rates  of  births  to  unmarried  women.  Each 
hospital  is  reimbursed  a  nominal  amount  for  each  paternity 
establishment  information  packet  it  delivers  to  a  birthing  mother 
in  the  hospital  setting. 

Under  the  terms  of  the  contract,  hospitals  are  required  to  inform 
the  mother,  and  if  possible,  the  father,  of  the  benefits  of 
establishing  paternity  and  the  importance  of  the  paternal 
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relationship.  Designated  hospital  personnel,  such  as  social 
services,  medical  records,  and  nursihg  staff,  discuss  these 
matters  with  the  parents,  inform  them  of  their  rights,  and  give 
them  a  packet  of  materials  which  includes  a  voluntary 
acknowledgment  form,  information  about  genetic  testing,  birth 
certificate  information,  and  an  application  for  child  support 
services. 

Fathers  can  acknowledge  paternity  in  the  hospital  by  signing  the 
birth  certificate  or  a  standard  acknowledgment  of  paternity.  Both 
create  a  legal  presumption  of  paternity  and  establish  a  duty  of 
support.  At  either  parent's  request,  the  hospital  must  send  the 
acknowledgment  to  the  probate  court  in  the  county  where  the 
mother  resides. 

Administrative  paternity  establishment.  Administrative 
establishment  of  paternity  is  an  innovation  that  has  begun  to 
take  hold  in  several  States,  including  Colorado,  Iowa,  Maine, 
Montana,  Ohio  and  Oregon.  OBRA  1993  requires  that  States  have 
expedited  processes  for  establishing  paternity;  at  State  option, 
this  may  be  an  administrative  or  a  quasi- judicial  process. 

The  Ohio  law  that  established  PEP  also  set  up  an  administrative 
paternity  process  to  be  used  in  the  Ohio  child  support  program. 
On  the  basis  of  the  parents'  signed  birth  certificate 
application,  acknowledgment,  or  signed  genetic  testing  agreement 
(with  test  results  showing  a  95  percent  or  greater  probability  of 
paternity) ,  an  administrative  hearing  officer  issues  the 
paternity  order.  For  the  non-AFDC  mother,  this  remains  in  place 
and  forms  the  basis  of  a  later  support  order  if  she  seeks  one. 
For  the  AFDC  mother,  an  administrative  hearing  for  support  is 
scheduled  30  to  60  days  later.  For  30  days  after  the  paternity 
order  or  the  support  order  is  issued,  the  parties  have  the  right 
to  object  by  filing  an  action  in  court.  If  there  is  no  objection, 
the  administrative  order  becomes  final. 

■     SUPPORT  ORDERS 

Establishing  a  support  order  can  be  an  important  step  towcird 
self-sufficiency  and  peace  of  mind  for  custodial  parents  who  are 
struggling  on  a  daily  basis  to  madce  ends  meet.  Orders  for  support 
cover  both  money  payments  and  medical  support,  the  latter  usually 
in  the  form  of  health  insurance  coverage.  In  FY  1993  over  1 
million  new  support  orders  were  established  and ^nearly  5.4 
million  support  orders  were  enforced  or  modified  by  the  Child 
Support  Enforcement  program.  Almost  53  percent  of  newly 
established  orders  require  health  insxirance  coverage  of  the 
children. 

Many  improvements  in  social  programs  result  from  State  and  local 
innovations  in  program  design  and  operations  that  directly  affect 
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Mr.  HoAGLAND.  And  I  assume  that  part  of  your  legislation  is  to 
expand  the  State's  responsibilities  for  establishing  paternity,  for  in- 
stance, at  the  hospital. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Yes,  and  to  hold  them  accountable  and  to 
hold  the  young  person  accountable  before  they  enter  any  program. 

Mr.  HoAGLAND.  And,  do  we  require  the  hospitals  as  a  condition 
for  Medicare  eligibility  fee,  for  instance,  work  to  establish  pater- 
nity? 

Secretary  Shalala.  No,  as  Medicaid  responsibility,  you  mean. 
No,  I  don't  think  we  do  in  the  program. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  I  mean,  are  there  ways  of  requiring  the  hospital 
to  perform 

Secretary  Shalala.  Before  you  can  get  on  AFDC,  paternity  must 
be  established  or  you  must  be  in  the  process  of  helping  the  office 
to  establish  paternity.  So  we  have  put  in  the  economic  incentive  for 
doing  that.  We  did  not  tie  it  to  the  Medicaid  program  in  part  be- 
cause, as  you  know,  we  are  phasing  out  under  the  President's  wel- 
fare reform. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  But  in  terms  of  this  phenomenon 

Secretary  Shalala.  It  is  part  of  the  Medicare  program — Medic- 
aid. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  In  terms  of  the  phenomenon  of  young  fathers 
coming  into  the  hospital,  whether 

Secretary  Shalala.  Excuse  me,  Congressman  Hoagland.  Let  us 
get  the  answer  straight.  We  will  have  it  as  a  condition  of  Medicaid. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  So  there  will  be  a  sanction  if  the  hospitals  don't 
seek  to  establish  paternity. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  Is  there  any  thought  of  using  genetic  testing  or 
DNA  testing  where  there  is  an  issue  or  a  dispute? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Absolutely.  It  is  a  very  easy  way  of  establish- 
ing paternity. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  And  that  is  part  of  the  program? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Yes. 

Mr.  Hoagland.  I  would  look  forward  to  receiving  those  statistics, 
particularly  the  sovereignty  of  the  States  as  we  call  it  in  OBRA 
1993 — their  progress  in  establishing  rates,  whether  they  are  50,  60, 
or  70  percent,  if  you  could  provide  those  figures. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 

A  record  of  554,205  children  had  their  paternity  estabhshed  by  the  child  support 
enforcement  program  in  fiscal  year  1993.  This  represents  an  increase  of  7.4  percent 
over  the  prior  year  and  a  63.4  percent  increase  in  5  years.  The  average  number  of 
children  in  the  child  support  enforcement  program  requiring  paternity  establish- 
ment was  3.5  million  in  fiscal  year  1993. 

Attached  are  'TY93  Box  Scores  By  States"  illustrating  key  indicators  of  each 
State's  child  support  enforcement  program  performance.  Information  is  included  on 
the  numbers  of  paternities  established  in  each  State  in  fiscal  year  1993,  as  well  as 
the  percent  change  from  fiscal  year  1992. 

The  box  scores  are  excerpted  from  the  18th  Report  to  Congress  on  Child  Support 
Enforcement,  which  is  prepared  annually  by  the  Office  of  Child  Support  Enforce- 
ment, Administration  for  Cnildren  and  Families,  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services. 
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FY93     BOX    SCORES     DY    STATES 
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Support  Orders  Est 

33.303 

-2.0 

A/Ps  Located 

127,465 

3.1 

FTEs 

1,016 

6.1 

Total  Caseload 

478.116 

12.8 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

260,182 

6.6 

•NAFDC 

217.934 

21.1 

Delaware 

° 

Change  | 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  Distributed 

•Total 

$26,662,850 

2.8 

•  AFDC/FC 

$7,798,236 

6.7 

• NAFDC 

$18,864,614 

1.3 

ToUl  Expenoitures 

$11,133,153 

23.6 

C/E  Total 

$2.39 

-16.8 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0.70 

-13.5 

• NAFDC 

$1.69 

-18.1 

Patenuues  Est. 

1.395 

-11.3 

Support  Orders  Est. 

1,634 

33.3 

A/Ps  Located 

3,124 

-9.4 

FTEs 

190 

2.2 

Toul  Caseload 

46,845 

8.2 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

19,096 

8.8 

•NAFDC 

27,749 

7.8 

Florida 

% 

Change  i 

from  FY  92  | 

1  Collections  Distnbuted 

'  •  Toul 

$289,976,326 

14.9 

1  •  AFDC/FC 

$78,080,681 

11.9 

1  •  NAFDC 

$211,895,645 

16.0 

Toul  Expenditures 

$76,721,157 

-7.8 

C/E  Toul 

$3.78 

24.7 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.02 

21.2 

•  NAFDC 

$2.76 

25.5 

Paternities  Est. 

10,879 

-32.5 

Support  Orders  Est. 

11.892 

-25.7 

lA/Ps  Located 

34.437 

40.2 

FTEs 

1.860 

10.2 

Toul  Caseload 

S8Q.938 

24.9 

j*  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

500.058 

15.9 

I*  NAFDC 

380.880 

39.1 

Guam 

%  Change 

from  FY  92 

Collections  Distributed 

•Toul 

$5,002,906 

6.5 

•  AFDC/FC 

$2,344,351 

-7.1 

•  NAFDC 

$2,658,555 

22.4 

Toul  Expenditures 

$2,651,882 

5.7 

C/E  ToUl 

$1.89 

0.9 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0.88 

-12.5 

• NAFDC 

$1.00 

15.2 

Paternities  EsL 

440 

-31.5 

Support  Orders  Est. 

380 

-55.9 

A/Ps  Located 

594 

-58.3 

FTEs 

59 

20.4 

ToUl  Caseload 

6,147 

14.7 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

4.109 

12.2 

•  NAFDC 

2.038 

20.2 
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Hawaii 

c  Chaoee  i 

irom  FY  92  i 

CoUecuons  Distnbu(£d 

•Toul 

S37.3:7.3?6 

3.5  1 

•  AFDC/FC 

S9.058.057 

11.0  1 

• NAFDC 

S28.269.339 

"■7| 

Toul  Expenditures 

$9,837,222 

12.6  1 

C/E  Toul 

S3.79 

-5.7  1 

•  AFDC/FC 

SO.  92 

-1.0  1 

• NAFDC 

$2.87 

-4.2  1 

Patenuues  EsL 

1.746 

23.0 

Suppon  Orders  Esi. 

2.553 

97.3 

A/Ps  Locaied 

14.204 

135.0 

FTEs 

200 

-6.1 

66.113 

7.7 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

15.617 

7.5 

•  NAFDC 

50.496 

7.8 

Illinois 

% 

Chanee  i 

from  FY  92  1 

Collecuoos  Distributed 

•Toul 

$183,888,905 

0.3 

•  AFDC/FC 

$55,748,984 

-5.3 

•NAFDC 

$128,139,921 

3.0 

Toul  Expenditures 

$77,819,539 

23.2 

C/E  Toul 

$2.36 

-18.6 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0.72 

-23.0 

•NAFDC 

$1.65 

-16.4 

P.tenuties  Est. 

19,017 

0.6 

Support  Orders  EsL 

21.479 

-0.4 

A/Ps  Located 

56.652 

-8.0 

FTEs 

1.345 

11.1 

Toul  Caseload 

705.272 

6.6 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

448.005 

1.7 

•  NAFDC 

257.267 

16.2 

Iowa 

% 

Change! 

from  FY  92  | 

CoUections  Distnbuted 

•Toul 

$109,278,257 

13.8 

•AFDC/FC 

$36,775,468 

3.9 

•NAFDC 

$72,502,789 

19.6 

Toul  Expenditures 

$21,241,320 

28.0 

C/E  Toul 

S5.14 

-11.1 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.73 

-18.7 

•NAFDC 

$3.41 

-6.7 

Patenutiea  Est. 

4,952 

12.1 

Support  Orders  Est 

10,345 

148.8 

A/Ps  Located 

85.211 

-8.9 

FTEs 

375 

8.4 

Toul  Caseload 

155.822 

23.4 

•  /U'DC/AFDC  Arrears 

87.474 

44.9 

•NAFDC 

68.348 

3.6 

Idaho 

f. 

Change! 

from  FY  92  | 

ICoUectiOQS  Distributed 

•Total 

S32.126.889 

15.4 

•  AFDC/FC 

$8,745,827 

2.4 

• NAFDC 

S23.38 1.062 

21.1 

Toul  E-'tpenaiiures 

$9,360,255 

21.7 

C/E  Total 

$3.43 

-5.2 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0.93 

-15.8 

[  • NAFDC 

$2.50 

-0.5 

|Patcnuues  Est. 

1,509 

-12.4 

Support  Orders  EsL 

2.630 

15.6 

'a/Ps  Located 

13.328 

27.0 

I  FTEs 

182 

14.5 

|ToUl  Caseload 

50.580 

5.9 

1  •  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

26.986 

7.2 

'•NAFDC 

23,594 

4.6 

Indiana 

% 

Change. 

from  FY  92  1 

Collecuoos  Distnbuted 

•Toul 

$141,164,475 

13J 

•  AFDC/FC 

$52,039,791 

5.7 

•  NAFDC 

$89,124,684 

18J 

Toul  Expenditures 

$21,897,009 

15.2 

C/E  Toul 

$6.45 

-1.7 

•  AFDC/FC 

$2J8 

-8.2 

•NAFDC 

$4.07 

2J 

Paternities  Est. 

4.950 

-12.1 

Support  Orders  EsL 

34.882 

8.6 

A/Ps  Located 

11,725 

-9.4 

FTEs 

628 

lO.O 

Toul  Caseload 

757.399 

36.0 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

434.206 

17.8 

1*  NAFDC 

323.193 

71.6 

Kansas 

% 

Change! 

from  FY  92  1 

Collections  DUtributed 

•Total 

$73,589,926 

11.4 

•AFDC/FC 

$22,401,621 

7.3 

•NAFDC 

$51,188,305 

13J 

Toul  Expenditures 

$23,166,409 

30.1 

C/E  Toul 

$3.18 

-14.8 

•  KFDCltC 

$0.97 

-18.1 

•NAFDC 

$2.21 

-13  J 

Patenuties  EsL 

4.445 

39.0 

Support  Orders  EsL 

6.627 

45.6 

A/Ps  Located 

95,523 

19.0 

FTEs 

627 

31.7 

119,485 

5.4 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

60.497 

1.6 

•NAFDC 

58.988 

9.7 
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Kentucky 

"c 

Cbanee  , 

from  FY  92  1 

Collecuoas  Distnbuied 

•  Total 

S103,5S6.853 

(0.3  1 

•  AFDC.'FC 

S36.564.756 

5.4  1 

•  NAFDC 

567,022.097 

13.2  : 

Tout  Expenditures 

$33,985,103 

T.4  1 

C/E  ToQl 

S3. 05 

2.7  1 

•  AFDC/FC 

S1.08 

-2.2  1 

•  NAFDC 

$1.97 

5.5  1 

Pateruiues  Est. 

7.979 

0.4  1 

Support  Orders  Est. 

36.589 

-0.9  1 

A/Ps  Located 

28.453 

-14.1  1 

FTEs 

802 

-3.5  1 

Toul  Caseload 

273.831 

12.8  1 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

148.421 

5.0  1 

•  NAFDC 

125.410 

23.7  1 

Maine 

Collecuoas  Distributed 
•ToUl 

%  Cbanee  i 
from  FY  92 

$44,963,477             18.3 

•  AFDC/FC 

$25,683,165 

19.6 

•  NAFDC 

$19,280,312 

16.7 

Toul  Expenditures 

$13,273,855 

3.4 

C/E  Toul 

$3.39 

14.4 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.93 

15.9 

*  NAFDC 

$1.45 

12.6 

Pitenuties  Est. 

1,370 

-57.0 

Support  Orders  Est. 

4.243 

5.9 

A/Ps  Located 

72,013 

474.4 

FTEs 

234 

18.2  1 

Toul  Caseload 

67.229 

13.7  1 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

43.192 

10.2! 

•  NAFDC 

24.037 

20.6  1 

Massachusetts 

% 

Change  1 

from  FY  92  | 

Collecuoas  Distributed 

•Toul 

$195,373,519 

5.6 

•  AFDC/FC 

$77,292,017 

7.7 

•NAFDC 

$118,081,502 

4.2 

ToUl  Expenditures 

$45,445,006 

2.6 

C/E  Toul 

$4.30 

2.9 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.70 

5.0 

•NAFDC 

$2.60 

1.5 

Pttemities  Est. 

6.234 

-23.9 

Support  Orders  Est. 

12.106 

-38.0 

A/Ps  Located 

38.502 

-17.3 

FTEs 

1,035 

24.5 

ToUI  Caseload 

214.616 

1.9 

•  AFDaAFDC  Arrears 

144,868 

2.9 

•NAFDC 

69.748 

-0.1 

Louisiana 

% 

Change, 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  Distnbuied 

1 

•Toul 

$103,054,042 

22.1  1 

•  AFDC/FC 

$26,826,913 

3.3 

• NAFDC 

$76,227,129 

30.5 

Toul  Expeaditures 

$32,268,263 

4.9 

C/E  Tout 

$3.19 

16.4 

,  •  AFDC/FC 

SO.  83 

-1.0 

• NAFDC 

S2.36 

24.3 

|Patermues  Est. 

13.272 

12.8 

Support  Orders  Est. 

17,345 

5.8 

Ia/Ps  Located 

44,478 

-8.4 

'PTEs 

693 

0.1 

.Toul  Caseload 

288,552 

22.2 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

158.546 

21.9 

!•  NAFDC 

130.006 

22.6 

Maryland 

% 

Change  | 

from  FY  92  | 

Collecuoas  Distributed 

•Toul 

$219,084,888 

12.9 

•  AFDC/FC 

$51,313,448 

10.7 

• NAFDC 

$167,771,440 

13.6 

Toul  Expeaditures 

$48,041,980 

11.1 

C/E  Toul 

$4.56 

1.6 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.07 

-0.2 

• NAFDC 

$3.49 

2.4 

Patenuties  Est 

9.993 

-11.2 

Support  Orders  Est. 

17.139 

-1.6 

A/Ps  Located 

53,576 

18.7 

iFTEs 

910 

2.9 

i Toul  Caseload 

313,088 

5.4 

!♦  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

•        168.788 

3.8 

'•  NAFDC 

144,300 

7.4 

Michigan 

%  Change 

from  FY  92 

Collecuoas  Distributed 

•Toul 

$859,543,761 

9.8 

•  AFDC/FC 

$169,339,475 

0.6 

• NAFDC 

$690,204,286 

12.3 

ToUl  Expeaditures 

$103,693,114 

10.2 

C/E  Toul 

$8.29 

-0.4 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.63 

-8.8 

• NAFDC 

$6.66 

1.9 

Paternities  EsL 

28,076 

-3.5 

Support  Orders  Est. 

36.121 

1.9 

A/Ps  Located 

153.054 

23.0 

FTEs 

1,851 

-1.5 

Toul  Caseload 

1,241.644 

6.8 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

939,737 

9.6 

• NAFDC 

301.907 

-1.2 
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Collections  Oistnbuied 


•Total 

5214.479.725 

13.2  1 

•  AFDC/FC 

S55. 96 1.020 

5.0  1 

•  NAFDC 

$158,513,705 

16.4  1 

Total  Expenaitures 

S5 1.08 1.051 

15.0  1 

C/E  Total 

$4.20 

-1.6  1 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.10 

-8.7  1 

• NAFDC 

$3.10 

1.1  i 

Patenuues  Est. 

3,749 

-29.9  1 

Support  Orders  Est. 

15,966 

12.2 

A/Ps  Located 

18,354 

-37.5 

FTEs 

812 

0.0 

Total  Caseload 

198.795 

9.3 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

115,730 

6.6 

•  NAFDC 

83,065 

13.5 

Missouri 

fro 

Change  | 
nfY92 

CoUecaons  Distributed 

•Total 

S189.161.094 

13.7 

•  AFDC/FC 

$51,152,383 

3.0 

•NAFDC 

$138,008,211 

18.3 

Total  Expenditures 

$43,940,877 

28.9 

C/E  Total 

S4.30 

-11.8 

•  AFDC/FC 

SI. 16 

-20.3 

•NAFDC 

$3.14 

-8.2 

Paternities  EsL 

24,292 

1.3 

Support  Orders  Est. 

24.647 

5.0 

A/Ps  Located 

135,804 

17.5 

FTEs 

1.066 

29.1 

Total  Caseload 

328.368 

3.7 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

197.426 

7.3 

• NAFDC 

130.942 

11.1 

Nebraska 

f 

Change  | 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  Distributed 

•Toul 

$71,708,099 

8.4 

•  AFDC/FC 

$9,797,052 

6.6 

•NAFDC 

$61,911,047 

8.6 

Total  Expenditures 

$17,201,183 

-7.9 

C/E  Total 

$4.17 

17.7 

•  AFDC/FC 

S0.57 

16.2 

•NAFDC 

$3.60 

18.0 

Paternities  Est 

2,082 

27,9 

Support  Orders  Est. 

4.270 

88.9 

A/Ps  Located 

26,345 

190.0 

FTEs 

318 

0.0 

Total  Caseload 

121,579 

6,5 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

32.261 

-9.8 

•NAFDC 

89,318 

13.9 

Mississiupi 

? 

Change  i 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  Distributed 

•  Total 

$53,504,878 

10.8 

•  ^FDC,FC 

521.640,809 

0.5 

• NAFDC 

$31,864,069 

19.0 

Total  E.xpenditures 

$24,271,887 

11.8 

CE  Toal 

$2.20 

-0,9 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0.89 

-9.9 

• NAFDC 

$1.31 

6.7 

Paternities  Est. 

8,S88 

-4.3 

Support  Orders  Est. 

8.726 

7.6 

\l?%  Located 

35.563 

8.7 

FTEs 

721 

4.5 

Total  Caseload 

252.736 

-2.9 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

164.314 

-7.2 

'•NAFDC 

88.422 

6.3 

Mooona 

%  Change  i 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  Distributed 

•Toul 

$20,149,665 

15.6 

•  AFDC/FC 

$6,464,039 

0.8 

•  NAFDC 

$13,685,626 

24.1 

Toul  Expenditures 

$7,306,275 

-0.3 

C/E  Total 

$2.76 

15.9 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0.88 

0.5 

• NAFDC 

$1.87 

24.9 

Paternities  EsL 

413 

-64.2 

Support  Orders  EsL 

20.438 

1162.4 

|A/Ps  Located 

4.433 

-68.5 

FTEs 

127 

-3.8 

,ToUl  Caseload 

29.151 

32.8 

I  •  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

18.724 

10.2 

!•  NAFDC 

10.427 

110.2 

Nevada 

96  Change 

from  FY  92 

•Toul 

$37,640,706 

17J 

•  AFDC/FC 

$7,020,521 

3.1 

•  NAFDC 

$30,620,185 

21.2 

Toul  Expenditures 

$15,758,865 

50.2 

C/E  Toul 

$2.39 

-21.9 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0.45 

-31.5 

•  NAFDC 

$1.94 

-19.4 

Paternities  Est 

1.602 

-5.9 

Suppon  Orders  Est 

4.189 

7.1 

A/P$  Located 

17.050 

-3.6 

FTEs 

241 

3.9 

Toul  Caseload 

72.197 

14.2 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

31,117 

9.0 

•  NAFDC 

41.080 

18,6 
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New  Harapshirc 

Chanec 

New  Jersev 

%  Chanee 

:rom  FY  92 

from  FY  92 

CoUecuons  Distnbuied 

CoUecuons  Distributed 

•Toul 

S31.496.6S: 

15.1 

•  Toul 

3407,848.517 

9.5 

•  AFDC/FC 

S7.637.S51 

20.5 

-  AFDC/FC 

S84.019.614 

0.6 

•  NAFDC 

S23.853.S:-1 

13.5 

•  NAFDC 

S323. 828.903 

12.1 

Total  Expenditures 

S10.970.9iS 

30.6 

Total  Expenaitures 

S101.410.762 

9.4 

CE  Toul 

S2.S7 

-11.7 

C/E  Total 

S4.02 

0.1 

•  AFDC/FC 

S0.70 

-7.2 

•  AFDC/FC 

S0.83 

-7.9 

• NAFDC 

S2.i: 

-13.0 

■  NAFDC 

S3. 19 

2.3 

Patcmiues  Est. 

604 

4.1 

Pateniities  Est. 

7.453 

-27.7 

Support  Orders  Est. 

2.759 

0.7 

Support  Orders  Est. 

28.064 

4.0 

A/Ps  Located 

4,677 

19.4 

A/Ps  Located 

898,142 

28.9 

FTEs 

177 

6.6 

FTEs 

2.007 

4.9 

Total  Caseload 

42.496 

9.5 

Total  Caseload 

584,521 

2.7 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

20.643 

12.6 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

260,990 

4.3 

•  NAFDC 

21.S53 

6.7 

•  NAFDC 

323.531 

1.5 

New  Mcjuco 

"c 

Chanee  i 

rrom  FY  92  1 

Collections  Distnbuted 

•Total 

S27,l 17.485 

42.1 

•  AFDC/FC 

512,921.990 

64.6 

•  NAFDC 

$14,195,495 

26.3 

ToUl  Expenditures 

58.807,519 

6.0 

C/E  Total 

S3.08 

33.9 

•  AFDC/FC 

S1.47 

56.1 

•  NAFDC 

$1.61 

19.4 

Paternities  Est 

2.491 

56.6 

Support  Orders  Est. 

4.377 

15.0 

A/Ps  Located 

19.081 

35.2 

FTEs 

175 

2.9 

Total  Caseload 

66.924 

17.0 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

28.552 

19.0 

•  NAFDC 

38.372 

15.6 

New  York 

%  Chanee  i 

from  FY  92  j 

!  Collections  Distributed 

'  •  Total 

$536,374,239 

10.0 

.  •  AFDC/FC 

$184,583,210 

5.7 

•  NAFDC 

$351,791,029 

I2J 

Total  Expenditures 

$172,888,262 

14.1 

C/E  Total 

$3.10 

-3.6 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.07 

-7.2 

j  •  NAFDC 

$2.03 

-1.7 

Paternities  Est. 

42,748 

24.1 

Support  Orders  Est. 

34.433 

7.9 

A/Ps  Located 

133.470 

2.1 

FTEs 

2.872 

-3.6 

Total  Caseload 

1.146.038 

13.8 

,  •  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

540.187 

5.8 

•NAFDC 

605.851 

22.0 

North  Carolina 

% 

Change  1 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  Distnbuted 

•Total 

$197,254,246 

17.5 

•  AFDC/FC 

$70,303,611 

9.8 

• NAFDC 

$126,950,635 

22.2 

Total  Expenditures 

$61,668,332 

17.4 

C/E  Total 

$3.20 

0.0 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.14 

-6.6 

•NAFDC 

$2.06 

4.0 

Paternities  EsL 

21.371 

10.7 

Support  Orders  EsL 

33.313 

9.0 

A/Ps  Located 

110.397 

14.5 

FTEs 

1.095 

16.7 

Total  Caseload 

408.647 

10.7 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

272.702 

9.0 

•NAFDC 

135,945 

14.1 

North  Dakota 

% 

Change! 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  Distnbuted 

•ToUl 

$18,692,965 

19.8 

•  AFDC/FC        , 

$6,097,902 

1.4 

•  NAFDC 

$12,595,063 

31.4 

ToUl  Expenditures 

$4,618,730 

16.3 

C/E  Total 

$4.05 

3.0 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.32 

-12.6 

•  NAFDC 

$2.73 

13.2 

Paternities  EsL 

1.386 

-4.1 

Support  Orders  EsL 

1.608 

10.1 

A/Ps  Located 

5.981 

14.9 

FTEs 

94 

10.6 

Total  Caseload 

35.361 

10. 1 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

22;358 

3.3 

•  NAFDC 

13.003 

24.0 
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Ohio 

I 

iCoUectioDS  Distributed 

:  'Toul 

I  •  AFDC/FC 

'  • NAFDC 


^.  Chance 
from  FY  92 


S714.13:.131 
S105.71S.920 
$608,413,211 


Total  Expenditures 

S130.3SO.323 

4.7  1 

C/E  Total 

S5.48 

2.4 

•  AFDC/FC 

SCSI 

0.1 

•  NAFDC 

$4.67 

2.8  1 

Paterniues  Est. 

29.139 

23.1  1 

Support  Orders  Est. 

J2.895 

S.O  1 

A/Ps  Located 

178,927 

50.4  1 

FTEs 

3.893 

21.9  1 

ToUl  Caseload 

957,196 

5.8 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

456.153 

10.1 

• NAFDC 

501.043 

2.2 

Oregon 

CoUectioos  Distnbuted 
•Toul 

fro 
S  124,929 .066 

Change  , 
mFY92 

16.3 

•  AFDC/FC 

S28.356.805 

10.6 

•  NAFDC 

S96.572.261 

18.1 

Total  Expenditures 
C/E  Total 

$25,228,743 
$4.95 

19.7 
-2.8 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.12 

-7.9 

•NAFDC 

$3.83 

-1.3 

Palenutiej  Est 

5,830 

18.0 

Support  Orders  Est. 
A/Ps  Located 

13.049 
89.212 

12.0 
98.6 

FTEs 

Total  Caseload 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

•  NAFDC 

440 
220.271 
111.974 
108.297 

7.3 
12.8 

6.6 
20.0 

Puerto  Rico 

% 

Channel 

from  FY  92  | 

Collecuons  Distnbuted 

•Total 

$97,357,179 

15.4 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1,343,579 

-5.9 

•NAFDC 

$96,013,600 

15.8 

Total  Expenditures 

$8,301,792 

2.7 

C/E  Total 

$11.73 

12.4 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0.16 

-10.1 

•NAFDC 

$11.57 

12.8 

Paternities  Est 

206 

4.0 

Support  Orders  Est 

13,716 

10.4 

A/Ps  Located 

1,113 

13.6 

FTEs 

432 

5.9 

Total  Caseload 

175,690 

3.8 

•  AFDOAFDC  Arrears 

84,169 

-1.4 

•NAFDC 

91.521 

9.1 

Oklahonia 

? 

Change, 

frotn  FY  92  1 

Collections  Distributed 

•Toul 

$52,169,605 

12.1 

• AFDCTC 

$18,783,565 

6.2 

• NAFDC 

$33,386,040 

15.7 

Total  E.\penaitures 

$16,681,678 

-3.5 

C/E  Toul 

S3. 13 

16.1 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.13 

10.4 

\  • NAFDC 

$2.00 

19.8 

Paternities  Est. 

2.764 

1.6 

Support  Orders  Est. 

7,541 

31.9 

'a/Ps  Located 

5,119 

-84.8 

FTEs 

360 

-7.0 

Total  Caseload 

108.895 

18.2 

!•  AFDC.'AFDC  Arrears 

56.751 

23.4 

1*  NAFDC 

52.144 

13.0 

Pennsvlvama 

% 

Oungel 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  Distnbuted 

•Toul 

$814,388,389 

5.0 

•  AFDC/FC 

$124,487,153 

0.6 

• NAFDC 

$689,901,236 

5.8 

Total  Expenditures 

$89,583,323 

7.0 

C/E  Total 

$9.09 

-1.9 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1J9 

-«.l 

• NAFDC 

J7.70 

-l.l 

Paternities  Est. 

23^46 

-4.1 

Support  Orders  Est 

105.333 

0.9 

A/Ps  Located 

61.764 

22.8 

FTEs 

2.253 

0.6 

Total  Caseload 

884,525 

6.8 

1  •  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

401.350 

5.6 

!•  NAFDC 

483.175 

7.7 

Rhode  Island 

«  Change 

from  FY  92 

Collections  Distnbuted 

•Total 

$26,670,966 

7.2 

•  AFDC/FC 

$14,953,727 

10.9 

• NAFDC 

$11,717,239 

2.8 

Total  Expenditures 

$6,124,488 

-43.0 

C/E  Total 

$4.35 

88.2 

•  AFDC/FC 

$2.44 

95J 

•  NAFDC 

$1.91 

80.5 

Paternities  Est 

2.001 

40.4 

Support  Orders  Est 

2.820 

-17.7 

A/Ps  Located 

14,460 

7.4 

FTEs 

136 

7.1 

Total  Caseload 

80.399 

7.0 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

40,680 

Z6 

•  NAFDC 

39.719 

11.9 
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Soum  Carolina 

■J 

Chanee 

Irom  FY  92 

Collecuons  Distributed 

•  Total 

S79 

230.225 

15.2 

•  AFDC/FC 

S24.53S.100 

16.7 

•  NAFDC 

S54.692.0G5 

;4.6 

Total  Expeadicures 

S20 

436.647 

0.7 

C/E  Total 

S3. 88 

SO 

•  AFDC/FC 

31.20 

0.4 

• NAFDC 

S2.68 

".5 

Pilemiues  Est. 

3.331 

19.1 

Support  Orders  Est. 

iO.439 

22.0 

A/Ps  Located 

34.455 

7.5 

FTEs 

250 

6.4 

Total  Caseload 

199.270 

11.6 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

35.056 

3.8 

•  NAFDC 

114.214 

18.1 

Tennessee 

%  Chanee  | 

from 

FY  92  1 

Collectioas  Distnbuted 

•Total 

$116,152,142 

36.9 

•  AFDC/FC 

$33,422,450 

46.7 

• NAFDC 

$82,729,692 

33.3 

ToUl  Expenditures 

$21,430,070 

-2.2 

C/E  Total 

$5.42 

40.0 

•  AFDC/FC 

SI.56 

50.0 

•NAFDC 

$3.86 

36.4 

Paternities  Est. 

11.463 

5.1 

Support  Orders  Est. 

98.464 

231.2 

A/Ps  Located 

200.253 

3.2 

FTEs 

646 

19.6 

ToUl  Caseload 

516.640 

20.4 

•  AFDaAFDC  Arrears 

267.537 

24.2 

• NAFDC 

249.103 

16.6 

Utah 

% 

Change! 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  Distnbuted 

•Total 

$56,199,496 

6.8 

•  AFDC/FC 

$19,487,994 

2.9 

•NAFDC 

$36,711,502 

9.0 

Total  Expenditures 

$19,626,363 

15.0 

OE  Total 

$2.86 

-7.1 

•AFDC/FC 

$0.99 

-10.5 

•NAFDC 

$1.87 

-5.0 

Patenuties  Est 

3,496 

18.2 

Support  Orders  Est 

7,080 

11.7 

A/Ps  Located 

20.030 

9.7 

FTEs 

370 

18.6 

Total  Caseload 

80.640 

11.0 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrean 

53,777 

10.9 

•NAFDC 

26.863 

U.O 

South  Dakou 

% 

CbaoEe  i 

irom  FY  92  1 

CollectioQS  Distributed 

1 

'  Toul 

S18.lll.700 

14.0  1 

•  AFDC.FC 

S5.056.184 

3.4  1 

■  NAFDC 

S13.055.516 

18.8  1 

Toul  Expenoicures 

S3.699.790 

12.4  1 

C/E  Total 

$4.90 

1.5  1 

■  AFDC'FC 

$1.37 

-7.7 

• NAFDC 

$3.53 

5.7 

Patenuues  Est. 

1,333 

45.5 

Support  Orders  Est. 

1,533 

23.4 

A/Ps  Located 

12.360 

5.2 

,FTEs 

72 

5.9 

Total  Caseload 

25,980 

13.1 

*  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

15.069 

14.9 

•NAFDC 

10.911 

10.6 

Texas 

SSOaagei 

from  FY  92  1 

Collecuons  Distnbuted 

•Total 

$309,501,931 

23J 

•  AFDC/FC 

$66,199,374 

11.9 

•NAJDC 

$243,302,557 

26.7 

Total  Expenditures 

$134,053,045 

3SJ 

C/E  Total 

$2J1 

-8.7 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0.49 

-17.7 

• NAFDC 

$1.81 

-<)A 

Paternities  Est. 

30.002 

20.5 

Support  Orders  Est. 

34.463 

18.4 

,A/Ps  Located 

286.371 

-4.5 

FTEs 

2,432 

18.2 

Total  Caseload 

753.663 

8.2 

!•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

358,178 

1.5 

!•  NAFDC 

395,485 

15.1 

Vermont 

tOungel 

from  FY  92  1 

Collecuons  Distnbuted 

•Total 

$15,831,039 

17.1 

•  AFDC/FC 

$7,638,229 

14.9 

•NAFDC 

$8,192,810 

19J 

Total  Expenditures 

$5,167,942 

7.8 

C/E  Total 

$3.06 

8.6 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.48 

6.3 

• NAFDC 

$1.59 

10.9 

Paternities  EsL 

1,065 

33.1 

Support  Orders  EsL 

1.124 

9.7 

A/Ps  Located 

24,677 

-0.1 

FTEs 

99 

28.6 

Total  Caseload 

21.592 

24.0 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Anears 

14,313 

25.1 

• NAFDC 

7,279 

21.9 
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Virgin  Islands 

Collectioos  Oistribuied 

•  Toul 
,  •  AFDC/FC 

• NAFDC 
Total  Expenditures 
C/E  Toul 
'■  •  AFDC/FC 
:  • NAFDC 
iPatemiues  Est. 
ISuppon  Orders  Est. 


S4.992.:::- 

S343.4';3 

$4,648,7:0 

SI. 109.160 

54.50 

S0.31 

S4.I9 

492 

412 


Chanee  | 
•a  FY  92  I 

:3.3l 
-oj 
:3.4  I 

14.5  1 


43.0  I 
-4.6  I 


A/Ps  Located 

568 

-39.6 

FTEs 

32 

-3.0 

Total  Caseload 

9.971 

9.7 

i'AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

3.890 

8.0 

I*  NAFDC 

6.081 

10.8 

Washington 

"c 

Chanse  i 

irom  FY  92  | 

Collecuoos  Distributed 

•Total 

S307.25 1.447 

14.9 

•  AFDC/FC 

SIOO.337.367 

10.2 

•  NAFDC 

$206,914,080 

17.3 

ToUl  Expenditures 

J89.81 1.572 

10.3 

C/EToUl 

S3.42 

4.J 

•  AFDC/FC 

SI. 12 

-0.3 

•NAFDC 

S2.30 

6.2 

Paternities  Est. 

12.539 

19.0 

Support  Orders  Est. 

35.897 

22.6 

A/Ps  Located 

601.756 

66.4 

FTEs 

1,511 

8.4 

ToUl  Caseload 

308.092 

13.8 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

180.928 

8.7 

• NAFDC 

127.164 

22.1 

Wisconsin 

% 

Change  1 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  DUthbuted 

•ToUl 

$332,813,885 

13.4 

•  AFDC/FC 

J65.439.391 

2.5 

•NAFDC 

$267,374,494 

16.4 

Total  Expenditures 

$46,552,308 

8.3 

C/E  Toul 

$7. 1 5 

4.7 

•  AFDC/FC 

$1.41 

-5.0 

•NAFDC 

$5.74 

7.6 

Paternities  EsL 

17,678 

14.5 

Support  Orders  EsL 

28.378 

1.9 

A/Ps  Located 

27,261 

-12.2 

FTEs 

1.010 

3.8 

Total  Caseload 

399.159 

10.4 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Airean 

252,754 

10.4 

•NAFDC 

146.405 

10.4 

Virginia 

?! 

Chanee, 

from  FY  92  | 

Collections  Disiribuied 

1 

•Toul 

$151,919,323 

4.7 

•  AFDC/FC 

$39,609,857 

3.5 

■ NAFDC 

$112,309,466 

5.1 

Toul  Expenditures 

S49.212.344 

.-1.5 

C.E  Toul 

S3.09 

6.4 

■  AFDC/FC 

SO.  80 

4.5 

• NAFDC 

$2.28 

6.6 

Patemiues  EsL 

21,506 

12.1 

,  Support  Orders  EsL 

41,496 

-4.0 

A/Ps  Located 

45,834 

-5.1 

;ftes 

920 

-1.6 

Tout  Caseload 

325,114 

10.5 

'•  .AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

166.161 

10.8 

•NAFDC 

158.953 

10.3 

West  Virginia 

% 

Chanee  i 

from  FY  92  1 

Collecuons  Distnbuied 

•Toul 

$49,015,767 

37,8 

•  AFDC/FC 

$16,866,725 

77.5 

• NAFDC 

$32,149,042 

23.4 

Toul  Expenditures 

$17,677,455 

47.9 

C/E  Toul 

$2.77 

-7.0 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0,95 

20.8 

• NAFDC 

$1.82 

-16.6 

Paternities  EsL 

2.750 

17.6 

Support  Orders  EsL 

2.568 

-0.5 

A/P$  Located 

18.017 

4.8 

FTEs 

317 

1.6 

:ToUl  Caseload 

79,687 

12.4 

•  .AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

56,213 

-2.3 

I -NAFDC 

23,474 

75.8 

Wyoming 

6  Chinee  i 

from  FY  92  1 

CoUeeuoos  Disthbuted 

•Toul 

$13,810,022 

23.1 

•  AFDC/FC 

$4,345,131 

15.9 

•  NAFDC 

$9,464,891 

26.7 

ToUl  Expenditures 

$5,896,577 

155.7 

C/E  Toul 

$2.34 

-51.9 

•  AFDC/FC 

$0.74 

-54.8 

• NAFDC 

$1.61 

-50.5 

Patermues  EsL 

3.670 

5.1 

Support  Orders  EsL 

4,583 

93.0 

A/Ps  Located 

21.178 

-54.2 

FTEs 

151 

4.9 

ToUl  Caseload 

27.937 

7.7 

•  AFDC/AFDC  Arrears 

20.434 

12.0 

•  NAFDC 

7.503 

-2.6 
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Mr.  HOAGLAND.  Thank  you. 

Secretary  Shaiala.  Thank  you. 

Acting  (Jhairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Payne,  and  then  Mr.  Camp. 

Mr.  Payne.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  I,  too,  would  like  to  welcome  Secretary  Shalala  and  Dr. 
EUwood  and  Dr.  Bane,  and  thank  you  all  for  all  the  work  that  you 
have  done  on  this  very  important  subject. 

I  think.  Madam  Secretary,  that  we  all  aCTee  that  welfare  should 
be  reformed  to  connect  to  work.  And  I  think  you  made  an  excellent 
presentation  concerning  that. 

There  are  some  private,  for-profit  and  non-profit  placement  agen- 
cies, such  as  America  Works,  which  have  shown  some  positive  re- 
sults in  various  States  in  terms  of  putting  welfare  recipients  to 
work.  I  am  a  cosponsor  of  the  Mainstream  Forum's  plan,  and  we 
certainly  hope  that  we  can  work  together  as  we  move  forward  on 
welfare  reform. 

We  would  allow  some  choices  concerning  the  public  or  private 
placement  agencies  being  chosen  to  place  welfare  recipients.  My 
question — I  guess  two  questions.  One  is,  what  role  would  you  see 
in  the  administration's  proposal  for  private  placement? 

Secretary  Shalala.  The  same,  Congressman.  We  also  would 
allow  in  our  bill  for  that  kind  of  contracting  to  private  sector  orga- 
nizations. In  fact,  anything — the  whole  purpose  of  this  is  to  move 
people  into  private  sector  jobs  so  we  are  not  anxious  to  expand  the 
government  bureaucracy.  In  fact,  anything  that  we  can  do  to  hold 
that  down  in  the  process  of  working  with  the  private  sector  is  very 
much  what  we  want  to  do. 

Mr.  Payne.  Well,  I  am  glad  to  hear  that  because  I  think  that  is 
a  good  policy  move.  What  other  ways  would  you  encourage  on-the- 
job  training  and  work  during  the  2-year  transition  phase  as  op- 
posed to  more  formal  training? 

Secretary  Shalala.  As  part  of  the  employability  plan,  very  much, 
there  is  an  opportunity  here  to  mix  some  work  experience  with  the 
education  and  training  as  you  know  in  the  school-to-work  transi- 
tion program  that  has  been  approved  for  the  Department  of  Edu- 
cation. There  is  also  some  mix  there. 

So  we  want  to  fit — when  we  say  a  young  mother  has  2  years  to 
do  education  and  training,  we  are  talking  also  about  the  oppor- 
tunity to  mix  a  work  experience  as  part  of  that.  The  point  is  that 
we  can't  do  a  cookie-cutter  program.  We  are  trying  to  individualize 
this  for  very  young  people  and  the  better  we  do  it  individually — 
we  do  an  individualizing  experience  for  some  people  that  have  had 
a  terrible  experience  in  school.  The  last  thing  they  want  to  do  is 
sit  in  a  classroom  again.  And  very  much  a  mix  of  supervised  work 
experience  with  some  training  that  goes  along  with  it  on  the  job 
would  be  a  much  better  alternative  for  that  individual.  The  kind 
of  underlying  philosophy  that  you  are  outlining  here  is  very  much 
the  kind  of  thing  we  agree  with. 

Mr.  Payne.  Let  me  move  to  one  other  question.  I  understand  the 
State  of  Oregon  has  proposed  cashing  out  food  stamping  tempo- 
rarily along  with  AFDC  benefits  to  subsidize  some  short-term  pri- 
vate placement  or  some  private  sector  job  placement,  and  that  six 
other  States  currently  have  some  kind  of  food  stamp  waiver  re- 
quests. 
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It  seems  that  this  would  provide  States  much  needed  flexibility 
to  create  some  real  jobs  for  welfare  recipients.  What  are  your 
thoughts  about  these  questions  and  any  mechanisms  that  might  be 
made  available  to  the  States  in  order  to  encourage  job  programs? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Congressman,  we  have  been  supportive  of 
the  States  and  have  approved  some  proposals  that  included  cash 
outs  of  food  stamps  and  different  mixes.  I  do  know  the  Oregon 
waiver  is  working  its  way  through  the  Department.  We  also  got  a 
ninth  circuit  decision  yesterday  that  requires  us  to  go  back  on  a 
waiver  on  the  California  welfare  waiver.  We  are  going  to  need  to 
read  that  decision  today  and  see  what  effect  it  has  on  all  the  waiv- 
ers we  have  before  us.  But  we  have  been  supportive  of  the  waivers. 

We  do  believe  that  States  ought  to  be  able  to  experiment.  This 
plan  that  we  have  put  before  all  of  you  has  State  flexibility  in  it, 
and  in  addition  to  that,  we  do  expect  that  the  States  will  even  want 
to  do  more  experimentation  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Payne.  And  so  generally  these  kinds  of  requests  are  ones 
that  would  be  treated  positively. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Cash  out  is  a  particular  issue  that  we  have 
to  look  at  very  cautiously  because  the  Congress  of  the  United 
States,  in  setting  up  the  food  stamp  program,  it  is  placed  in  the 
Department  of  iQriculture  and  those  of  you  that  made  these  deci- 
sions had  some  specific  goals  for  the  food  stamp  program,  and 
whatever  we  do  has  to  be  consistent  with  both  those  consistent 
goals  and  our  desire  to  make  certain  that  poor  children  get  enough 
to  eat,  which  was  the  purpose  of  that  program.  So  whatever  we  do 
must  have  protections  for  children. 

So  as  these  waivers  come  before  us  to  cash  out  food  stamps,  we 
must  look  at  them  with  even  more  of  a  careful  eye  than  we  would 
perhaps  some  of  the  other  proposals  before  us.  But  you  can  be  as- 
sured that  we  believe  that  States  ought  to  be — we  believe  it  was 
the  intent  of  Congress  that  States  ought  to  be  able  to  experiment. 
But  we  also  believe  at  the  same  time  that  Congress  has  sent  us  a 
very  clear  message  about  protecting  children  and  the  poorest  of  our 
citizens. 

Mr.  Payne.  Thank  you.  Madam  Secretary. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Camp,  then  Mr.  Lewis  and  Mr. 
Neal. 

Mr.  Camp.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you.  Madam  Secretary.  I  appreciate  you  being  here  today. 

I  just  want  to  comment  that  in  November  1993,  163  Republicans 
cosponsored  the  Republican  welfare  plan — about  90  percent  of  our 
caucus — and  about  the  same  number  is  on  a  discharge  petition  to 
try  to  bring  this  issue  forward.  One  of  the  main  concerns  we  have 
is  the  issue  of  work.  And  what  I  hear  from  the  people  of  Michigan 
is  that  they  would  like  to  see  a  stronger  work  requirement  in  our 
welfare  law,  and  by  our  calculation  around  90  percent  of  the  AFDC 
caseload  will  be  exempt  the  first  year  under  the  Clinton  plan,  and 
even  by  1999,  the  net  increase  in  the  number  of  people  in  work  pro- 
grams will  be  only  about  150,000  people. 

That  may  be  higher  if  the  administration  decides  not  to  reduce 
the  participation  in  the  AFDC  two-parent  family  program,  but  by 
contrast  our  bill — the  Republican  plan — would  have  about  700,000 
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people  in  work  programs  by  1999.  Could  you  just  briefly  comment 
on  that? 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  have  of  course  increased  the  match — de- 
creased the  match  requirement  for  the  States  that  will  get  them  to 
participate  and  to  draw  down  the  Federal  money  much  more  quick- 
ly. I  think  that  it  is  a  little  unfair  to  stay  on  the  10  percent  of  the 
population  in  year  one  because  this  is  a  phasein  program  and  that 
would  be  true  of  any  program  that  was  phased  in. 

In  fact,  half  of  the  population  by  the  end  of  this  decade  will  be 
under  these  requirements  or  be  off  the  welfare  rolls  already,  be  in 
a  job  or  be  in  an  education  and  training  program.  Everybody  is  cov- 
ered under  the  new  rules.  We  phase  it  in  gradually  given  what  the 
States  have  told  us  about  their  capacity  to  handle  the  program, 
and  we  encourage  the  States  to  draw  down  on  their  Federal  JOBS 
dollars  by  decreasing  the  amount  of  money  they  have  to  produce 
and  increasing  the  Federal  contribution. 

Mr.  Camp.  Let  me  get  specific  then  about  some  of  the  problems 
I  have.  The  exemptions  and  exceptions  in  your  legislation — tell  me 
if  these  are  accurate,  an  accurate  understanding  of  your  legislation. 
First,  all  mothers  bom  before  1972,  which  calculates  to  be  about 
75  to  80  percent  of  the  AFDC  caseload,  are  exempt  forever. 

Secretary  Shalala.  No.  Your  State  could  change  those  dates. 
That  is  a  State  option. 

Mr.  Camp.  So  that  State  option  would  require  an  affirmative  ac- 
tion by  the  legislature  to  adopt  that? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Probably. 

Mr.  Camp.  All  right.  In  addition,  it  is  my  understanding  that  25 
percent  of  the  remaining  mothers  can  avoid  work  by  being  in  the 
JOBS  program.  Is  that  an  accurate  understanding? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Let's  be  clear,  just  as  in  the  Republican  bill,  we 
have  exceptions  or  exemptions  for  people  who  are  disabled  who  are 
themselves  caring  for  a  disabled  child  or  have  a  very  young  child. 
Those  aren't  very  different  and,  yes,  we  have  those  proposals. 

Secretary  Shalala.  But  we  have  reduced  the  number  of  exemp- 
tions that  existed  under  previous  law.  In  fact,  one  of  the  problems 
that  we  found  with  the  1988  laws,  and  this  builds  on  that,  is  that 
there  was  such  a  high  number  of  exemptions.  So  we  are  reducing 
the  number  of  exemptions. 

But  to  be  fair,  Congressman  Camp,  you  are  taking  a  snapshot  of 
the  transition  period  and  we  can  discuss  why  we  are  going  through 
this  transition  and  how  much  the  State  capacity — how  much  State 
capacity  there  is,  and  for  States  that  want  to  move  faster,  this  bill 
allows  States  to  move  faster  so  that  no  State  will  be  able  to  say 
to  us  that  if  they  are  prepared  to  move  faster  they  could  move  fast- 
er, but  we  are  making  a  judgment  after  careful  conversations  with 
the  States  and  they  may  change  their  minds  after  they  look  at  the 
bill  and  testify  before  Congress  on  how  fast  they  could  move.  But 
we  are  making  our  judgments  based  on  their  capacity  to  go 
through,  which  is  what  is  a  radical  change. 

They  have  got  to  retrain  what  are  50,000  people  in  New  York 
that  work  in  the  welfare  offices.  It  is  going  to  involve  a  huge  re- 
training effort  as  part  of  this  as  well  as  putting  a  new  system  in 
place. 
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Mr.  Camp.  Thank  you.  A  ranking  Republican,  Mr.  Santorum  of 
Pennsylvania,  requested  me  to  yield  to  him. 

Mr.  Santorum.  If  you  would.  I  thank  the  gentleman. 

The  points  you  are  making  aren't  accurate,  Dr.  Ellwood.  You  say 
that,  and,  Madam  Secretary,  you  said  that  these  are  temporary  re- 
strictions. Only  the  1972  point  is  temporary.  When  you  say  25  per- 
cent of  the  remaining  mothers  can  avoid  work  by  JOBS  programs 
that  is  permanent.  That  is  not  a  phasein. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  As  it  is  in  your  bill. 

Mr.  Santorum.  We  don't  have  a  jobs  preparation  program.  We 
separate  those  who  are  disabled,  unable  to  work.  Don't  you  do  the 
same  thing? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Yes.  That  is  exactly  what  we  do. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  our  deferment  group.  We  don't  have  a  jobs 
preparation  program  but  we  do  have  a  deferment  group  as  do  the 
Republicans. 

Mr.  Santorum.  So  the  jobs  preparation  program  is  a  deferment 
group  because  after  disability,  it  does  not  apply  to  the  general  case- 
load. 

Secretary  Shalala.  OK  Exactly. 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  wasn't  clear  to  us.  I  appreciate  it. 

I  also  have  another  10  percent  because  they  are  in  college  or 
long-term  training.  There  are  other  things 

Acting  Chairman  GIBBONS.  Mr.  Santorum,  you  are  piggybacking 
a  little  too  much  on  the  red  light  up  there.  I  will  come  back  to  you 
later  on. 

Let's  go  to  Mr.  Lewis,  and  then  Mr.  Neal. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Madam  Secretary,  thank  you  for  vour  moving  statement.  I  tell 
you  I  want  to  go  back  to  where  the  Chairman  started  off  and  where 
my  good  friend  and  colleague  from  Nebraska  left  off — the  question 
along  the  lines  of  the  question  about  child  support,  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  child  support. 

In  a  recent  report  to  Congress  that  tended  to  indicate  between 
1991  and  1992,  21  States  reported  a  decline  in  the  number  of  child 
support  cases  in  which  a  collection  was  made.  Overall,  the  State- 
based  system  made  a  collection  in  only  19  percent  of  its  cases. 

Doesn't  this  suggest  to  you  that  the  enforcement  of  child  support 
orders  needs  to  be  moved  to  the  Federal  level,  maybe  just  maybe, 
to  the  IRS? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Well,  it  certainly  suggests  that  the  child  sup- 
port enforcement  system  in  this  country  I's  in  disarray  and  needs 
to  be  strengthened.  What  we  have  suggested  is  that  in  our  plan, 
what  we  did  was  think  through  what  ought  to  remain  with  the 
States  and  what  ought  the  Federal  Government  to  take  on  as  op- 
posed to  the  Federal  Government  taking  on  the  whole  thing,  and 
we  think  it  is  possible  to  leave  some  functions  with  the  States  but 
strengthen  those  functions  and  simultaneously  to  have  a  much 
stronger  Federal  role.  So  we  are  not  disagreeing  that  the  system 
needs  substantial  change.  It  is  the  mix  between  Federal  and  State 
that  we  would  like  very  much  to  discuss  with  you. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Well,  an  organization  that  you  know  very  well,  maybe 
in  another  life,  maybe  you  still  know  this  organization,  the  Chil- 
dren's Defense  Fund,  in  a  report  indicated  that  at  the  current  rate 


87 

of  improvement,  it  would  take  180  years  before  the  State-based 
child  support  system  would  be  able  to  collect  at  least  some  support 
for  all  of  the  children  who  need  it.  In  the  meantime,  hundreds  and 
thousands,  maybe  millions  of  children  will  be  doomed  to  a  life  of 
poverty. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Exactly  right.  If  we  leave  the  system  as  it  is 
currently  designed,  it  will  take  forever  to  collect  child  support  pay- 
ments. And  what  we  are  proposing  is  not  to  leave  the  current  sys- 
tem in  place  but  to  develop  a  bold  new  initiative  as  part  of  this 
plan  that  will  strengthen  both  the  State  piece  as  well  as  the  Fed- 
eral piece  and  add  some  pieces  to  the  child  support  enforcement  so 
that  working  together  we  can  start  collecting  payments,  adjusting 
payments,  making  sure  that  we  track  people  across  State  lines, 
garnishing  wages,  putting  genuine  penalties  in  place. 

So  we  absolutely  agree  with  the  conclusions.  I  think  what  we  are 
discussing  is  what  is  the  mix  of  State  and  Federal  responsibilities. 
But  the  overall  system  must  be  changed  and  must  be  put  in  place 
as  quickly  as  we  possibly  can. 

Mr.  Lewis.  Thank  you,  Madam  Secretary.  I  look  forward  to  work- 
ing with  you. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Neal. 

Mr.  Neal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  welcome  Secretary  Shalala  here  as  well,  and  to  point  out 
today  that  your  presence  here  has  been  very  instructive.  And  I 
want  to  congratulate  you,  and  Bill  Clinton  too,  having  had  the 
courage  on  the  Democratic  side  to  take  up  this  issue  with  the  firm 
understanding  that  the  other  side  of  the  aisle  does  not  corner  the 
market  on  the  discussion  of  values  in  America,  as  they  often  would 
like  to  have  the  public  believe. 

My  experience  in  coming  to  the  Congress  is  different  than  most 
of  the  Members  of  the  Congress.  I  came  here  after  running  a  big 
city  as  its  mayor.  Most  of  the  Members  of  the  Congress  have  come 
from  the  legislative  bodies  across  the  country.  So  I  oftentimes  had 
to  deal  with  the  end  result  of  social  and  political  policies  across  the 
country.  And  for  observers,  of  all  places  this  year,  Massachusetts 
is  probably  going  to  have  the  healthiest  debate  and  discussion  of 
welfare.  It  is  almost  ensured  by  a  substantial  contest  for  the  U.S. 
Senate  and  a  Governor  who  has  certainly  made  a  great  deal  of  na- 
tional attention  by  the  positions  that  he  has  adopted  as  they  relate 
to  genuine  welfare  reform.  And  my  sense  is  that  we  can  find  some 
common  ground  between  the  two  parties  on  this  issue. 

But  I  also  just  want  to  remind  everybody  of  a  suggestion  that 
Senator  Moynihan  made  to  us  25  years  ago  if  we  didn't  address 
pregnancy  out  of  wedlock.  Moynihan  suggested  to  everybody  that 
we  were  going  to  end  up  with  a  generation  of  young  people  who, 
as  James  Wilson  tells  us,  overwhelmingly  commit  crime,  young 
males  between  the  age  of  14  and  22. 

Let  me  tell  you  what  it  is  like  in  northeastern  America  today  and 
across  New  England  in  the  cities.  People  who  can't  see  the  link  be- 
tween welfare  dependence  and  social  chaos  and  crime  that  Moy- 
nihan warned  us  about  25  years  ago  when  the  teenage  pregnancy 
epidemic  was  not  nearly  what  it  is  today.  And  Bill  Clinton  fairly 
describes  the  issue  when  he  said,  by  the  turn  of  the  century,  one 
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out  of  two  children  in  America  will  be  bom  out  of  wedlock  if  we 
don't  speak  to  this  issue  today. 

And  this  is  as  much  a  statement  I  guess  as  a  question.  What  por- 
tion of  the  welfare  dilemma  in  America  today  can  be  traced  to  the 
issue  of  teenage  pregnancy,  in  your  judgment? 

Secretary  Shalala.  I  think  probably  half  the  welfare  recipients 
were  parents  as  teenagers. 

Mr.  Neal.  Half 

Secretary  Shalala.  So  we  know  that  a  very  high — and  increas- 
ingly high  percentage  of  the  welfare  load  is  related  to  teenage  preg- 
nancy. It  is  particularly  related  to  the  long-term  welfare  load,  and 
that  is  what  we  are  frightened  about  and  that  is  why  we  would 
very  much  like  to  start  with  what  everybody  has  described  as  the 
toughest  group  of  people.  Because  if  you  are  a  teenager  and  you  are 
a  dropout  and  you  are  poor  and  you  have  a  child,  your  chances  of 
ending  up  poor  for  the  rest  of  your  life  are  very  high.  That  is  where 
we  think  we  ought  to  focus. 

Mr.  Neal.  You  know  I  visit  the  high  schools,  frequently  have 
been  through  all  the  high  schools  in  my  district.  And  I  roundly  de- 
bate these  questions  with  the  young  people  in  the  audience.  And 
I  have  to  tell  you  that  culturally  I  have  been  astounded  by  the  re- 
sponse of  many  of  our  young  people,  which  reinforces  the  point  that 
you  have  made  today  that,  number  one,  that  the  government  has 
no  role  in  restraining  antisocial  behavior;  and  number  two,  that  it 
is  a  good  way  to  get  out  of  the  house  for  a  young  woman  who  is 
unhappy.  It  is  a  chance  to  move  out. 

And  I  have  to  tell  you  that  as  I  have  gone  back  and  forth  with 
these  kids,  I  have  been  astounded  by  what  I  think  we  have  missed 
culturally  in  America  and  that  is  an  attitude  that  we  have  to  speak 
to  forcefully. 

Again,  I  can't  commend  you  highly  enough  for  the  fact  you  have 
taken  this  up  and  it  really  is  meaningful  to  people  like  me  who 
have  waited  for  a  Democratic  administration  to  take  up  this  kind 
of  an  issue  and  also  to  support  Bill  Clinton  in  what  he  is  trying 
to  do  with  the  crime  bill  and  that  is  another  important  component 
of  this  discussion. 

I  don't  want  to  entirely  let  you  off  the  hook  despite  the  fact  I 
think  you  are  doing  a  great  job  over  there.  Let  me  ask  a  pretty  far- 
reaching  question.  Was  Murphy  Brown  right  or  wrong?  That  is  tied 
to  this  discussion  as  well. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Congressman,  I  don't  think  that  anyone  in 
public  life  today,  anyone  that  considers  themselves  a  leader  ought 
to  condone  the  practice  of  having  children  out  of  wedlock,  and  I 
have  had  that  position  consistently. 

We  are  particularly  talking  today  about  teenagers  who  are  un- 
able to  finance,  to  support  their  child,  for  whom  it  will  be  very  dif- 
ficult for  them  to  learn  how  to  be  parents.  Many  of  them  make  an 
extraordinary  effort. 

We  believe  that  young  people  ought  to  finish  school,  ought  to  get 
a  job,  ought  to  be  financially  and  emotionally  ready  to  take  on  the 
issues  of  parenthood,  but  consistent  with  ever-changing  values,  no 
one  in  my  position  should  condone  the  practice  of  having  children 
out  of  wedlock  whether  or  not  the  family  is  financially  able. 
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Mr.  Neal.  You  know  that  is  a  delightful  answer,  and  I  also 
would  just  commend  to  the  audience  and  others  that  Professor 
Defoe's  piece  in  the  Atlantic  Journal  not  too  long  ago,  a  wonderful 
piece  in  which  he  highlights  the  dilemma  that  we  all  confront. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Secretary  Shalala.  You  are  welcome. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Hancock. 

Mr.  Hancock.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  welcome  to  this  hearing.  I  know  it  has  been  a  couple  of 
hours  now  and  I  will  try  to  be  as  brief  as  possible. 

We  are  talking  about  the  reduction  of  welfare.  I  mean,  that  is 
where  we  are  trying  to  get  to,  to  reduce  the  number  of  people  that 
are  dependent  upon  the  government  for  their  support.  I  haven't 
heard  any  percentages,  though. 

Are  we  talking  about  and  do  you  have  an  objective,  a  point  where 
you  are  saying — in  fact,  I  don't  even  know  what  percentage  we 
have  now.  I  understand  about  16  percent,  is  that  correct,  of  our 
citizens  are  on  some  form  of  welfare  and  government  aid?  Is  that 
the  right  figure? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Well,  we  are  talking  about  ending  the  cur- 
rent welfare  system  as  we  know  it,  so  it  becomes  a  transitional  pro- 
gram. So  we  are  essentially  talking  about  ending  long-term  de- 
pendency for  those  who  are  able  to  work.  Period. 

Mr.  Hancock.  I  understand,  but  we  have  got  to  know  what  our 
objective  is.  I  would  like  to  know  if  you  do  not  have  this  informa- 
tion available,  what  percentage  we  currently  have  and  what  the  ob- 
jective is,  the  reduction  of  people  on  welfare  by  the  year  2000. 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  have  indicated  that  we  expect  half  of  the 
adults  in  the  welfare  system  to  either  be  in  the  education  and 
training  program,  to  be  off  of  welfare,  or  to  be  in  the  work  program 
by  the  end  of  the  decade. 

Mr.  Hancock.  OK  Now,  mv  next  question  is,  there  are  a  lot  of 
people  that  are  employed  by  the  government  in  the  area  of  welfare 
administration.  In  fact,  there  are  an  awful  lot  of  people  both  at  the 
State  and  local  level  in  all  types  of  welfare  programs. 

My  question  is,  have  you  set  up  any  objective  to  the  reduction 
of  that  work  force?  And  if  so,  are  you  going  to  be  able  to  get  the 
cooperation  from  the  people  that  are  employed  in  the  area  of  wel- 
fare to  accomplish  your  objective?  Are  you  going  to  be  able  to  get 
the  help  you  need  from  the  people  that  are  benefiting,  that  are  not 
on  welfare  but  that  are  in  the  administration  of  welfare  programs? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Congressman  Hancock,  I  think  that  I  know 
of  no  Governor  in  the  country.  Republican  or  Democrat,  that  wants 
one  extra  worker  that  is  not  needed  to  provide  high-quality  serv- 
ices. 

Mr.  Hancock.  I  understand  that,  but 

Secretary  Shalala.  The  incentives  are  to  get  programs  in  place 
that  can  protect  the  taxpayers  from  spending  money  that  is  not 
needed.  We  have  not,  as  far  as  I  know,  done  a  projection  on  the 
mix  of  staffing  in  part  because  as  we  change  the  culture  of  the  wel- 
fare office,  we  need  different  people  in  different  places  and  because 
we  are  phasing  in  the  program — let  me  just  say  in  general,  it 
would  be  a  mistake  for  government  officials  proposing  a  new  pro- 
gram to  be  able  to  predict  with  enormous  accuracy  what  the  mix 
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in  staffing  is  going  to  end  up  to  be,  how  fast  the  States  are  going 
to  be  able  to  get  programs  up  and  in  place. 

We  have  made  some  judgments  based  on  our  early  conversations 
with  them.  We  ought  to  in  the  future,  it  seems  to  me,  design  gov- 
ernment programs  with  lots  of  caution  and  a  willingness  to  make 
changes  as  we  are  going  along  so  they  get  better  and  better.  And 
I  think  we  have  learned  over  three  decades  of  government  perhaps 
to  be  much — for  people  sitting  in  this  seat  to  be  much  more  cau- 
tious, to  have  very  high  goals  and  high  expectations,  and  to  give 
you  our  best  judgment  in  terms  of  what  the  investment  will  be  and 
what  we  expect  the  outcomes  to  be,  but  also  to  be  willing  to  make 
judgments  as  we  are  going  along. 

Mr.  Hancock.  Thank  you.  I  am  not  too  sure  I  understood  the  an- 
swer. Let  me  ask  one  question  real  quick.  You  know  it  is  one  thing 
to  open  our  doors  to  immigrants;  however,  it  is  another  thing  to 
offer  immigrants  an  immediate  government  check  when  they  come 
into  the  United  States.  In  many  cases,  that  is  what  happens. 

Can  you  tell  me  or  explain  to  me  the  reason  why  the  American 
citizen  should  be  responsible  for  making  welfare  payments  to  aliens 
who  promised  when  they  came  into  the  United  States,  when  they 
immigrated,  that  they  would  not  become  public  charges. 

Secretary  Shalala.  In  fact,  the  government  programs  don't  pro- 
vide welfare  assistance  to  immigrants  who  immediately — or  legal 
aliens  who  immediately  enter  the  United  States.  There  is  a  5-year 
rule  that  indicates  their  sponsor  must  provide  for  their  support, 
and  I  think  I  have  got  that  right.  There  is  a  5-year  rule. 

And  part  of  the  discussion  in  our  own  financing  is  to  hold  that 
rule,  the  sponsors'  income  and  to  income  test  it  so  that  the  spon- 
sors are  held  responsible,  those  with  incomes  of  over  $40,000,  for 
example,  for  the  continual  support  of  people  who  come  to  this  coun- 
try, who  come  to  this  country  legally. 

There  is  no  support  for  illegal  immigrants  through  the  welfare 
system  in  this  country.  We  don't  provide  that  support.  It  is  illegal 
to  provide  that  support,  and  there  is  no  effort  here  to  change  that 
law  in  any  way. 

Mr.  Hancock.  We  need  to  look  also  at  the  SSI  programs  in  con- 
junction with  the  welfare  programs  as  far  as  the  aliens  are  con- 
cerned. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Which  is  what  we  are  doing. 

Mr.  Hancock.  Yes.  Thank  you. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Pickle. 

Mr.  Pickle.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Madam  Secretary,  we  are  glad  that  you  are  here.  I  think  every 
member  of  this  committee  would  admit  that  in  an  uncomfortable 
manner,  the  welfare  program  is  a  disgrace.  It  has  got  to  be 
changed.  And  I  don't  think  anybody  knows  specifically  how  to  go 
about  it.  But  we  have  got  to  do  it  because  we  are  going  to  be  known 
as  a  welfare  nation  if  we  don't  change  it.  So  I  commend  you  for  the 
program  and  I  hope  and  pray  that  it  will  work. 

But  if  you  had  asked  me  will  this  program  work  that  you  have 
outlined,  I  think  the  most  charitable  thing  I  would  say  is,  it  is 
doubtful;  and  if  you  had  asked  me,  are  you  really  going  to  pay  for 
this  program,  I  would  have  to  say,  charitably,  it  is  doubtful.  But 
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I  don't  know  that  you  have  any  other  alternative  except  try  to  do 
something. 

So  with  heart  in  hand  and  a  lot  of  hope  and  prayer,  I  hope  we 
can  be  successful  but  I  am  worried  about  how  you  are  going  about 
it.  Try  to  give  me  a  little  bit  of  comfort  about  how  you  are  going 
to  do  this,  now  you  are  going  to  pay  for  it. 

I  have  a  sheet  here  that  lists  the  welfare  reform  financing.  Now, 
you  are  not  going  to  raise  any  money.  You  are  going  to  save  $10 
billion  to  finance  this  program  in  the  next  5  years.  I  see  the  first 
thing  you  will  do  is  limit  emergency  assistance;  that  is,  you  are 
going  to  put  a  cap  on  the  outlays. 

Now,  has  the  committee  that  is  in  charge  of  financing  these  pro- 
grams agreed  that  it  would  cut  its  programs  $1.6  billion? 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  are  proposing  it  to  this  committee,  sir. 

Mr.  Pickle.  Has  this  committee  agreed  to  do  that? 

Secretary  Shai^la.  Not  yet,  because  this  is  our  first  presen- 
tation. 

Mr.  Pickle.  Next  you  are  tightening  the  rules  for  noncitizens. 
Are  you  going  to  increase  sponsor  responsibility  for  an  alien?  You 
are  going  to  save  $2.8  billion  there.  How  do  I  know  that  that  is 
going  to  happen? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Congressman,  we  are  presenting  this  financ- 
ing package  to  this  committee  for  your  consideration. 

Mr.  Pickle.  Well,  on  all  of  these  programs  you  have  listed,  you 
are  just  going  to  assume  that  these  savings  will  be  made. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Congressman,  I  am  not  assuming  anything. 
I  am  coming  respectfully  before  this  committee  which  must  make 
the  decisions  and  advise  us. 

Mr.  Pickle.  What  I  am  saying  to  you  is,  it  is  one  thing  for  you 
to  propose.  I  know  the  President  has  proposed  it,  he  signed  off  on 
it,  but  the  people  that  have  to  do  it  have  not  agreed  to  that  so  far 
as  I  know,  and  I  assume  you  are  here  today  asking  us  to  do  that. 

I  go  clear  down  this  list.  You  have  savings  in  the  form  of  subsidy. 
You  are  going  to  make  some  savings  in  the  drug-alcohol  area  of 
nearly  $1  billion  here.  And  you  list  the  rest  of  these  things.  I  notice 
down  in  the  middle  of  it,  though,  you  are  going  to  extend  the  expir- 
ing provisions. 

One  of  your  items  you  have  listed  here  is  you  are  going  to  use 
the  Superfund  tax.  You  are  going  to  save  $1.6  billion  rignt  now. 
Now,  here  again,  that  tax  is  in  this  committee. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Yes. 

Mr.  Pickle.  I  don't  know  that  we  have  agreed  that  we  are  going 
to  let  you  have  $1.6  billion  of  Superfund. 

Secretary  Shalala.  No,  sir. 

Mr.  Pickle.  But  you  just  list  it  and  said,  "Here  is  where  we  want 
it." 

Secretary  Shalala.  No,  sir,  this  is 

Mr.  Pickle.  On  Superfund,  another  committee  has  recommended 
putting  an  insurance  tax  of  some  kind.  I  don't  know  that  they  have 
recommended  extending  the  Superfund  tax  now.  That  Superfund 
program  is  probably  one  of  the  most  disgraceful  programs  in  the 
Federal  Government.  Energy  and  Commerce  has  a  new  approach, 
and  I  don't  know  whether  it  is  worth  its  weight  in  paper  or  not  but 
it  is  worth  looking  at. 
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But  you  say  you  are  going  to  save  $1.6  billion  and  we  haven't 
agreed  to  that  as  a  committee.  I  haven't  agreed  to  that  approach 
and  we  haven't  agreed  to  give  up  the  tax.  You  extend  that  tax  and 
you  get  $1.6  billion.  So  how  are  we  going  to  finance  that  program, 
then? 

Secretary  Shalala.  Sir,  this  is  simply  a  request  and  the  adminis- 
tration's proposal  for  financing  the  welfare  proposal. 

Mr.  Pickle.  I  guess  my  point  to  you  is,  I  recognize  we  have  a 
serious  problem  in  the  welfare  program.  We  must  do  something 
about  it.  That  is  true  of  Democrats  and  true  of  Republicans.  It  is 
an  embarrassment  for  us  and  we  have  to  do  something  differently. 
But  at  the  same  time,  I  don't  think  it  is  responsible  to  finance  this 
program  by  $90  billion  that  hasn't  been  agreed  to.  It  is  just  an  ap- 
peal that  you  hope  Congress  will  go  along  with. 

What  I  am  afraid  of  is  that  you  are  going  to  use  this  system  of 
now  you  see  it,  now  you  don't.  It  is  double  accounting.  I  think  every 
committee  is  responsible  for  these  savings.  You  have  got  to  agree 
to  and  sign  off  that  we  will  not  spend  this  money,  we  will  make 
it  a  savings.  Otherwise,  I  think  we  are  going  to  spend  $10  billion 
and  we  have  no  income  or  savings  from  it.  That  is  the  worst  situa- 
tion. 

Now,  like  all  the  members,  I  will  sign  off  and  say  we  have  to 
make  a  welfare  change  come  about  because  it  is  going  to  get  worse, 
and  we  are  at  the  point  of  explosion  now  but  as  we  go  about  it,  we 
ought  to  be  honest  about  how  we  are  going  to  pay  for  it  and  I  don't 
think  we  are  right  now. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mr.  Rangel,  then  Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Rangel.  Thank  you. 

Madam  Secretary,  I  am  going  to  say  what  my  friend  Mr.  Pickle 
said,  but  far  more  pleasantly.  The  truth  of  the  matter  is  that  it  is 
not  unusual  for  new  people  to  bring  ideas  to  this  committee  that 
are  progressive  and  exciting  and  to  have  full  support  for  those 
ideas  and  also  to  bring  ideas  of  how  to  raise  the  money.  That  is 
repugnant  to  us,  and  so  therefore  we  will  be  the  bad  guys  in  find- 
ing some  other  way  to  raise  it  and  you  just  presented  it  to  us  with 
the  best  ideas  that  you  have  had. 

Presidents  have  always  done  this  to  the  committee.  And  there 
are  some  things  that  are  on  the  list  of  how  to  pay;  for  those  of  us 
from  New  York  really  don't  believe  that  illegal  aliens  are  a  local 
or  State  problem.  We  don't  believe  that  the  administration  can  say 
that  they  should  disappear.  These  ideas  about  deeming  if  the  spon- 
sors have  no  money,  then  we  are  not  going  to  leave  them  in  the 
street  without  health  care.  Really,  this  committee  has  worked  very 
closely  with  the  administration  to  adopt  the  concepts  and  then  find 
out  a  way  that  we  can  work  to  reach  those  objectives.  And  I  think 
my  colleague  from  New  York,  Amo  Houghton,  is  more  in  line  with 
my  comments  and  my  willingness  to  work  with  you  based  on  trying 
to  get  the  empowerment  zone  concept  understood  in  my  commu- 
nity. 

The  bottom  line  is,  we  don't  have  three  strikes  and  you  are  out 
or  change  in  welfare  as  you  know  it,  or  2  years  and  you  go  into 
the  street  and  all  those  things.  These  slogans  are  very  important 
in  order  to  get  support,  but  in  actually  making  the  program  work 
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what  we  have  to  know  is  what  is  it  that  the  private  sector  needs 
in  order  to  be  competitive.  That  is  all  we  have  to  know. 

And  even  though  I  don't  know  how  one  person  can  work  the 
health  programs  and  the  welfare  programs  and  all  of  these  things, 
I  think  it  is  a  great  mix  for  purposes  of  welfare  that  as  you  see  an 
expansion,  there  is  going  to  be  such  a  swell  in  the  health  provision 
areas  and  they  are  going  to  need  hospitalworkers  and  nurses  and 
things  that  young  women  want  to  do,  and  the  education.  And  to 
me,  mstead  of  talking  about  it  for  2  years  and  you  don't  get  a  job 
and  you  have  got  to  quit,  you  get  a  contract  as  soon  as  you  start. 
You  are  right  there  at  the  hospital.  You  are  right  there  at  the  day 
care  center.  You  are  right  there  working  and  doing  and  learning. 

We  have  decided  in  the  city  of  New  York,  the  businesspeople 
have  decided,  the  chancellor  has  decided  that  we  are  going  to  make 
a  job  just  to  support  that  diploma.  You  get  a  diploma,  you  have  got 
a  job  because  the  private  sector  has  worked  with  the  trainers  not 
to  do  what  do-gooders  want  them  to  do  but  to  do  what  the  employ- 
ers want  them  to  do. 

I  think  there  are  a  lot  of  areas  that  we  can  bring  the  different 
programs  that  you  supervise  so  that  nobody  has  to  be  out  in  2 
years  and  that  some  people  will  be  on  in  6  months,  1  year  or  2 
years,  depending  only  on  what  they  want  to  do.  And  the  idea  is 
great  enough  for  me  to  be  working  with  you  even  though  you  know 
that  I  know  that  you  cannot  possibly  agree  to  cutting  existing  pro- 
grams that  were  so  essential  to  our  survival.  But  we  thank  you  for 
your  progressive  works  and  you  can  depend  on  our  support. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you  very  much.  Congressman.  We 
look  forward  to  working  with  you. 

I  do  want  to  add  that  we  did  have  lengthy  conversations  with 
private  sector  employers.  They  told  us  to  keep  it  simple  so  that  we 
could  work  with  them.  Your  ideas  about  where  job  expansion  is 
going  to  be  are,  as  usual,  very  creative  and  very  pragmatic  and 
very  possible,  and  we,  too,  think  that  those  are  where  the  areas  of 
job  growth  are  and  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  New  York. 

Mr.  Rangel.  Thank  you. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Mrs.  Johnson. 

Mrs.  Johnson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  welcome,  Madam  Secretary. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you. 

Mrs.  Johnson.  I  just  want  to  get  one  thing  clearly  on  the  record. 
There  have  been  a  number  of  references  that  refer  to  the  Repub- 
lican bill  earlier  on,  and  one  of  the  things  that  I  consider  very  posi- 
tive is  that  the  Republican  bill  that  was  at  first  introduced  in  the 
last  session  by  Clay  Shaw  and  I  and  a  couple  of  other  members  of 
the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  is  exactly  the  same  under- 
lying structure. 

After  2  years,  you  get  a  paycheck  not  a  welfare  check.  And  you 
preferably  get  that  from  the  private  sector,  and  if  not,  you  will  get 
that  from  the  public  or  nonprofit  sector.  But  we  reuse  welfare  bene- 
fit dollars  through  a  paycheck  system  and  I  think  that  is  an  ex- 
traordinary step  forward  and  I  am  proud  to  have  been  part  of  its 
first  introduction.  I  don't  want  there  to  be  any  misunderstanding 
on  this  committee  but  that  the  Republican  bill  just  as  clearly  pro- 
vides paychecks  and  health  care  and  day  care  support. 
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But  I  am  interested  specifically  in  questioning  you  in  regard  to 
the  teen  pregnancy  prevention  portions  of  your  proposal  because  I 
think  we  are  all  in  agreement  that  if  we  don't  do  something  about 
teen  pregnancy,  we  will  never  be  able  to  control  welfare  costs.  And 
far  more  importantly,  we  will  never  do  anything  about  family  dis- 
integration in  America  which  has  so  many  other  problems  in  addi- 
tion to  welfare  costs.  So  I  agree  that  a  national  campaign  is  impor- 
tant. 

I  think  adults  talking  about  this  matters — and  the  President  is 
very  good  in  this  and  has  done  some  good  work  so  far — and  a  na- 
tional campaign  matters.  A  national  clearinghouse  would  be  very 
helpful. 

I  have  not  been  able  to  get  any  information  out  of  our  Federal 
oversight  people  to  help  my  local  people  who  have  some  of  the  most 
progressive  teen  pregnancy  prevention  initiatives  in  place.  Absti- 
nence, I  think,  has  to  be  pressed  harder  just  like  the  DARE  pro- 
gram in  fifth  grade.  Say  no  to  drugs.  Young  girls  don't  know  how 
to  say  no  to  sex.  They  want  to.  They  feel  pressure.  We  aren't  even 
addressing  that. 

The  adults  in  our  society  aren't  even  helping  them  because  we 
are  so  afraid  of  the  whole  controversy  around  that  issue,  but  I 
think  we  have  to  go  beyond  that.  I  think  we  absolutely  have  to 
confront  kids  with  the  responsibility  for  the  consequences  of  their 
acts. 

And  so  I  have  not,  being  on  the  Health  Subcommittee  and  the 
Trade  Subcommittee,  read  your  proposal  in  the  detail  that  I  hope 
to  in  the  future,  but  does  your  bill  require  that  teen  fathers  join 
immediate  mandatory  work  programs? 

I  want  to  see  every  boy  who  impregnates  a  girl — who  ends  up  on 
welfare — working  Saturdays  and  contributing  some  child  support 
money  every  single  week  of  his  life.  Otherwise,  we  will  never  turn 
it  around.  That  parenting  of  children  matters.  That  teen  high 
school  girl  goes  home  every  night  and  takes  care  of  that  baby.  I 
want  that  teen  father  to  be  obliged  to  participate  in  a  work  pro- 
gram from  day  one  and  contribute  some  of  the  money  to  supporting 
the  child. 

Now,  is  there  a  way  in  which  your  bill  is  that  tough  with  teen 
fathers? 

Secretary  Shalaiv^.  There  is.  We  do  leave  the  program  for  the 
teen  fathers  to  the  States  to  design,  and  it  is  really  up  to  the  States 
to  decide  whether  they  are  prepared  to  put  resources  into  their 
work  programs. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  are  very  clear  in  the  child  support  en- 
forcement in  the  establishment  of  paternity  that  men  will  be  held 
responsible  for  supporting  their  children  all  of  their  lives. 

Mrs.  Johnson.  I  think  unless  we  carry  that  through  to  a  teen 
program,  we  will  not  get  that  message  out  on  day  one  and  there 
will  be  another  child  or  a  pregnant  girlfriend  number  45. 

Secretary  Shalala.  The  States  have  told  us  very  clearly  that 
they  want  to  design  these  programs  themselves  for  the  teen  fa- 
thers, and  therefore  we  have  left  it  to  the  States  to  do  those  de- 
signs. 

Mrs,  Johnson.  It  is  a  question  of  how  strong  your  requirements 
are  and  what  the  States  have  to  meet,  and  I  will  look  at  that.  Since 
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we  are  already  on  the  middle  light  there,  let  me  run  through  some 
of  the  questions  that  I  have  and  we  will  have  a  chance  to  talk 
about  them  later. 

I  want  to  know  if  the  States  will  have  the  right  to  require  as  a 
condition  of  receiving  welfare  benefits,  participation  in  other  pro- 
grams they  deem  necessary  in  order  to  get  benefits. 

I  want  States  to  be  able  to  require  not  only  teen  mothers  but 
teen  boys  to  participate  in  money  management  courses,  in  smart 
buying  courses,  in  a  kind  of  education  that  helps  them  see  where 
you  get  things  for  achievement,  how  you  manage  a  benefit  so  that 
you  can  actually  save  a  lot  and  save  some  and  go  to  school. 

I  want  to  get  a  better  understanding  of  whether  you  require 
mandatory  participation  in  drug  treatment  programs  for  addicted 
welfare  mothers  as  a  condition  of  getting  benefits,  and  whether  or 
not  you  would  be  willing  then  to  follow  that  with  some  random 
drug  testing. 

We  have  a  terrible  problem  not  with  a  lot  just  with  a  few  but 
everybody  agrees  20  or  25  percent  of  the  welfare  kids  are  spending 
some  of  their  welfare  money  on  drugs.  Connecticut  already  requires 
that  minors  live  at  home,  but  we  have  a  good  cause  expectation 
and  it  has  turned  out  to  be  a  mammoth  loophole. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 

The  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  allows,  but  does  not  mandate,  that  States  re- 
quire substance  abuse  treatment  for  AFDC  recipients  identified  as  in  need  of  such 
services,  so  long  as  such  treatment  is  available  without  cost  to  the  recipient.  The 
State  may  impose  sanctions  for  nonparticipation  in  required  treatment. 

I  want  to  see  if  you  will  work  with  me  to  compare  how  we  write 
the  Federal  statute  with  how  Connecticut  wrote  their  statute  so  we 
will  be  far  tougher  with  that,  and  the  exception  will  mean  that  the 
program  doesn't  change.  I  would  like  to  be  sure  that  minor  parents 
don't  get  the  stipend  in  their  own  right,  that  it  goes  to  their  par- 
ents. 

I  think  if  we  are  going  to  be  serious  about  teen  pregnancy  pre- 
vention, we  have  to  treat  teenagers  who  are  parents  like  the  chil- 
dren that  they  are  and  we  have  to  treat  their  male  counterparts — 
coparents — as  having  taken  on  responsibilities  that  are  larger  than 
they  are  at  the  present  time. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you  very  much,  Congresswoman.  All 
of  the  issues  that  you  have  hit  on  are  dealt  in  one  way  or  another 
in  our  bill  and  we  would  be  happy  to  both  provide  you  answers  for 
the  record,  but  more  importantly,  come  and  sit  with  you  and  show 
you  what  we  have  done. 

We  probably  provide  a  few  more  State  options  than  you  are  sug- 
gesting here,  but  that  comes  out  of  conversations  with  people  in 
your  State,  for  example,  in  terms  of  what  they  would  like  to  do  and 
our  desire  not  to  do  as  a  cookie-cutter  program  but  to  give  the 
States  the  flexibility  to  design  programs  that  work  for  their  States. 

Mrs.  Johnson.  Thank  you.  I  look  forward  to  doing  that  because 
in  this  kind  of  format,  you  can't  get  into  that  level  of  detail  but  the 
strength  of  the  program  and  whether  or  not  constitutionally  our 
bill  and  your  bill  are  the  same  will  depend  on  the  level  of  analysis. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 
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Under  current  law,  States  can  opt  to  require  that  all  minor  parents  reside  in  their  parents' 
household,  with  certain  exceptions.    According  to  current  law  a  minor  parent  is  an  individual 
who  (i)  is  under  the  age  of  18,  (ii)  has  never  been  married,  and  (iii)  is  either  the  namral 
parent  of  a  dependent  child  living  in  the  same  household  or  eligible  for  assistance  paid  under 
the  State  plan  to  a  pregnant  woman. 

The  exceptions  in  current  law  to  living  with  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  are: 

(i)        individual  has  no  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  his  or  her  own  who  is  living  and 
whose  whereabouts  are  known; 

(ii)        no  living  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  such  individual  allows  the  individual  to 
live  in  the  home  of  such  parent  or  guardian; 

(iii)      the  State  agency  determines  that  the  physical  or  emotional  health  or  safety  of 
the  individual  or  dependent  child  would  be  jeopardized  if  the  individual  and 
dependent  child  lived  in  the  same  residence  with  the  individual's  own  parent  or 
legal  guardian; 

(iv)       individual  lived  apart  from  his  or  her  own  parent  or  legal  guardian  for  a 

period  of  at  least  one  year  before  either  the  birth  of  any  dependent  child  or  the 
individual  having  made  application  for  aid  to  families  with  dependent  children 
under  the  plan;  or 

(v)        the  State  agency  otherwise  determines  (in  accordance  with  regulations  issued 
by  the  Secretary)  that  there  is  good  cause  for  waiving  the  requirement. 


Connecticut  has  chosen  to  implement  this  provision  and  has  used  clause  (v)  to  define  good 
cause.    Attached  is  an  excerpt  from  the  Living  With  Specified  Relative  chapter  of  the 
Coimecticut  Department  of  Income  Maintenance  Uniform  Policy  Manual  which  describes  the 
general  requirements  of  the  policy,  as  well  as  the  state's  procedures  for  determining  if  the 
minor  parent  must  live  with  an  adult. 

The  exemptions  in  current  law  were  maintained  in  the  Work  and  Responsibility  Act. 
However,  under  the  WRA,  if  the  state  determined  that  a  minor  mother  should  not  live  with  a 
parent  or  legal  guardian,  the  minor  would  be  assisted  in  obtaining  an  appropriate  supportive 
alternative  to  living  independently.    (The  types  of  living  arrangements  that  states  now  use  or 
are  considering  include  living  with  an  adult  relative,  a  licensed  foster  home,  in  a  group  home 
for  pregnant  and  parenting  teens,  and  in  an  approved  congregate  housing  facility.)   If  no 
appropriate  setting  is  found  the  state  would  grant  eligibility,  but  utilize  case  managers  to 
provide  support  for  the  minor.   The  intent  of  this  addition  was  to  help  insure  that  minors 
would  receive  supervision  and  support  even  if  good  cause  or  another  exemption  is  granted. 
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CONNECnCUT  DEPARTMENT  OF  INCOME  MAINTENANCE 
UNIFORM  POUCY  MANUAL 

Date  10-I-92  Tnnimittal:  UP.92^2  '       251535 

Section:  IVpe: 

Cat^oiical  EUgibility  RequiranenU  POLICY 

dttpten  Program: 

Lmng  Wsib  Specified  Relative  AFDC 


Minor  Parents 


2515J5     A.     General  Requirement 

To  be  eligible  for  AFDC,  a  minor  parent  must  live  in  the  home  of  a 
parent  or  in  another  appropriate  living  arrangement,  as  desoibed  in  this 
subject 

B.     Minor  Parent 

For  the  purposes  of  this  subject,  the  term  minor  parent  means  those  who: 

1.  are  less  than  18  years  old;  and 

2.  have  never  been  married;  and 

3.  have  a  dependent  child  or  are  pregnant. 
C     Basjc  Provisions 

1.     This  requirement  applies  to  the  following  individuals: 

a.  a  minor  parent  and  his  or  her  dependent  child  who  live  together 
in  the  same  household;  and 

b.  a  minor  pregnant  woman  vdio  is  otherwise  eligible  to  receive 
AFDC  separately  from  her  parents  and  siblings,  except  for  this 


2.     For  the  purpose  of  this  provision,  appropriate  living  arrangements 
are  limited  to  the  foQowmg: 

a.  the  home  of  a  natural  or  adoptive  parent; 

b.  the  home  of  a  stepparent; 

c.  the  home  of  a  legal  guardian; 


CONNECTICUT  DEPARTMENT  OF  INCOME  MAINTENANCE 
UNIFORM  POLICY  MANUAL 

Date  10-1-92  TVBasinittai:  UP-92-32  2S153S  pase2 

Section:  Type: 

Categorical  Eli^bility  Rcqnireinents  POUCY 

Chapter  Program: 

Uving  With  Specified  Relative  AFDC 

Snbject:  '~ 

Minor  Parents 


2515.35     C     Z      Basic  Provisions  (continued) 

d.  the  home  of  a  relative  of  the  minor  parent,  or  of  the  dependent 
child,  who 

(1)  is  eighteen  years  of  age  or  older;  and 

(2)  is  within  a  specified  degree  of  relationship  as  described 
elsewhere  in  this  section  (Cross  Reference:  2515); 

e.  an  adult-supervised  supportive  living  arrangement. 

3.  An  adult-supervised  supportive  living  arrangement  is  a  private  family 
setting  or  other  Uving  arrangement,  not  including  public  institutions, 
that: 

a.  is  approved  by  the  Department;  and 

b.  is  maintained  as  a  family  setting  as  evidenced  by 

(1)  the  Assumption  of  responsibility  for  the  care  and  control  of 
the  minor  parent;  or 

(2)  the  provision  of  supportive  services,  such  as  counseling, 
guidance  or  supervision. 

4.  Adult-supervised  supportive  living  arrangements  include,  but  are  not 
"    ■     ■  to: 


a.  foster  homes; 

b.  maternity  homes; 

c     private  fiamiUes, 

The  relative  or  legal  guanlian's  residence  must  be  maintained  as  a 
home  for  the  minor  parent  and  dependent  child,  as  follows: 

a.  he  or  she  is  willing  and  able  to  assume  responsibOity  for  the  care 
and  control  of  the  minor  parent;  and 

b.  he  or  she  is  willing  and  able  to  exercise  control  and  supervision 
of  the  minor  parent. 
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Date:  10.1.92  T?SmIUuirU?^w52  251535  page  3 

Section:  lype: 

Cat^orical  EUgibOity  Requirements  POLICY 

Otapten  Program: 

Living  ^th  Specified  Kdative  AFDC 

Subject: 

Minor  Parents 


251535     D.    Exemptions  From  the  General  Requirement 

A  minor  parent  is  exempt  from  the  requirement  described  in  A.  when  any 
of  the  following  conditions  applies: 

1.  there  is  no  living  parent  or  legal  guardian;  or 

2.  the  whereabouts  of  the  parent  or  l^al  guardian  are  not  known;  or 

3.  the  parent  or  legal  guardian  will  not  allow  the  minor  parent  and/or 
the  dependent  child  to  live  in  his  or  her  home;  or 

4.  the  minor  parent  has  lived  apart  from  the  parent  or  legal  guardian 
for  at  least  one  year  prior  to: 

a.  the  birth  of  the  minor  parent's  dependent  child;  or 

b.  the  date  the  minor  parent  applies  for  AFDC;  or 
c      October  1, 1992;  or 

5.  the  minor  parent  has  been  emancipated  by  coun  involvement;  or 

6.  the  supervising  adult  will  not  assume  responsibility  for  the  care  and 
control  of  the  minor  parent;  or 

7.  the  supervising  adult  cannot  exercise  control  and  supervision  over  the 
minor  parent;  or 

8.  the  supervising  adult  would  violate  the  terms  of  a  lease  if  the  minor 
parent  moved  into  his  or  her  residence;  or 

9.  the  pt^sical  or  emotional  health  or  safe^  of  the  minor  parent  or 
dependent  child  would  be  jeopardized  if  they  resided  in  the  same 
residence  with  the  parent  or  legal  guardian;  or 


10.    the  minor  parent  is  participating  in  a  vocational  or  educational 
program  that  is  not  located  within  a  reasonable  distance  from  the 
home  of  the  parent  or  legal  guardian  (Cross  Reference:  3510);  or 
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Categorical  EUgibili^  Requiranente 


Type: 
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Cbapten 

Uvfng  With  SpedGed  Relative 


Sabject: 

Minor  Parents 


251535     D.     Exemptions  Froni  the  General  Requirement  (continued) 

11.  the  minor  parent  is  working  and  the  job  is  not  located  within  a 
reasonable  distance  &om  the  home  of  the  parent  or  legal  guardian 
(Cross  Reference:  3510);  or 

12,  the  parent  or  legal  guardian  lives  in  another  state  or  coimcty  and  the 
Department  deternuncs  it  is  not  practical  for  the  minor  parent  to 
return  to  that  state  or  country. 
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CONNECTICUT  DEPARTMENT  OF  INCOME  MAINTENANCE 
UNIFORM  POUCY  MANUAL 

Date:  10-1.92  -DnansmittaL  UP-93^  p.251535 

Section:  lype: 

Categorical  Eligibility  Reqairements  PROCEDURES 

Cbapten  Program: 

living  irith  Specified  Relative  AFDC 

Subject: 

Determining  if  the  Minor  Parent  Must  live  With  an  Adult 


P-2515J5    1.      Explore  the  minor  parent's  current  living  arrangement.    Consider  such 
things  as; 

"       Does  the  minor  parent  live  with  anyone? 

"  If  yes,  what  is  the  relationship  between  that  person  and  the  minor 
parent? 

•  If  the  minor  parent  does  not  live  with  anyone,  tiy  to  find  out  why. 

"  Would  the  minor  parent  be  able  to  return  to  his  or  her  parent's 
home? 

•  Is  there  an  adult  relative  with  whom  the  minor  parent  could  live? 
'  How  long  has  the  minor  parent  lived  on  his  or  her  own? 

•  Does  he  or  she  rent  a  room,  apartment,  live  in  a  shelter,  eta? 
"  Does  the  minor  parent  go  to  school  or  work? 

2.  Evaluate  the  answers  to  the  questions  described  in  #1  in  light  of  the  policy. 

3.  Consider  that  the  minor  parent  has  met  the  requirement  if  he  or  she  lives 
with: 

"      a  parent 

I  "       a  legal  guardian 

•  an  adult  relative,  including  paternal  relatives  of  the  dependent  child. 
Remember,  paternity  has  to  be  acknowledged  or  adjudicated  in  order 
for  the  paternal  relationships  to  be  established. 

4.  Consider  the  situations  Usted  below  as  exempdons  that  can  be  determined 
by  obtaining  verification  and  do  not  require  DHR's  involvement. 

"       the  minor  parent  has  lived  on  his  or  her  own  for  at  least  one  year 

•  the  minor  parent's  parents  or  legal  guardian  are  deceased 

"  the  minor  parent  does  not  know  the  whereabouts  of  the  parents  or 
legal  guardian 
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Section:  Type 

Categorical  EUgibiliQr  Requirements  PROCEDURES 


Program: 


Living  with  Specified  Rdative 


Subject: 

Determining  if  the  Minor  Parent  Mnst  Live  With  an  Adult 


F-251535    4.  (continued) 

"       the  mmor  has  been  emancipated  by  a  court 

'  the  minor  parent  is  participating  in  a  vocational  or  educational 
program  or  has  emplc^rment  that  is  not  located  within  a  reasonable 
distance  from  the  home  of  the  parent  or  legal  guardian 

"       the  parent  or  legal  guardian  lives  in  another  state  or  country 

5.  Even  if  the  minor  parent  meets  one  of  the  exemptions  in  #3,  refer  to  DHR 
to  evaluate  whether  the  minor  parent  is  able  to  cope  sufficiently  in  his  or 
her  current  arrangement  or  if  thai  ability  would  be  enhanced  by  Uving  with 
another  suitable  adult.  Make  referrals  at  any  time,  but  only  if  the  client 
agrees  to  be  referred. 

6.  If  the  minor  parent  docs  not  meet  one  of  the  exemptions  listed  in  #3  and 
the  Eligibility  Worker  cannot  determine  whether  or  not  the  minor  parent 
is  otherwise  exempt,  and  the  minor  parent  does  not  live  in  an  appropriate 
living  arrangement,  make  a  referral  to  DHR.  Do  not  complete  a 
determination  of  el^iUty  for  AFDC  without  DHR's  response.  Examples 
of  situations  requiring  referrals  are: 

°  the  minor  parent  lives  with  an  unrelated  adult 

"  the  minor  parem  says  he  or  she  wants  to  live  on  his  or  her  own 

"  the  minor  parent  and  the  parent  or  legal  guardian  do  not  get  along 

"  the  parent  will  not  assume  responsibih'ty  for  the  minor 

**  the  parent  cannot  control  the  minor  parent 

"  the  minor  parent  states  that  returning  to  the  parem  or  legal  guardian's 
home  would  jeopardize  the  physical  or  mental  safety  of  the  minor 
parent  or  the  dependent  child. 
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Section:  Typ^- 

Categorical  Eligibility  Requirements  PROCEDURES 

Chapter  Program: 

Living  with  Specified  Relative  AFDC 

Subject: 

Determining  if  the  Minor  Parent  Must  lire  Wth  an  Adult 


P-2515.35  7.  Consider  the  following  as  examples  of  evidence  that  indicate  that  the 
physical  or  mental  health  or  safety  of  the  minor  parent  or  of  the  dependent 
child  would  be  jeopardized: 

°       there  is  a  substantiated  report  of  abuse  or  neglect 

"      a  neglect  petition  has  been  filed 

"  the  minor  parent  has  made  a  statement  that  has  been  corroborated  by 
an  adult,  or  substantiated  through  zgtacy  investigation 

"  the  minor  parent's  return  results  in  the  family  living  arrangement 
becoming  overcrowded,  violating  the  terms  of  a  lease,  or  violating  local 
health  or  safety  standards 

8.  If  the  minor  parent  is  clearly  not  exempt  from  the  requirement,  and  refuses 
to  return  to  his  or  her  parent's  home,  or  to  another  sxritable  living 
arrangement,  consider  that  the  minor  parent  has  not  met  this  eligibility 
requirement. 

9.  If  the  minor  parent  does  not  wish  to  be  involved  with  DHR,  evaluate  the 
living  arrangement  according  to  policy  and  determine  if  the  minor  parent 
is  meeting  the  requirement,  or  is  exempt  from  the  requirement. 

I       10.    Use  form  W-171,  "Referral  to  DHR  for  Assessment,"  to  refer  a  case  to 
DHR.  Complete  side  one  of  the  form. 

11.  If  eligibility  cannot  be  established  without  DHR's  recommendation,  indicate 
on  the  form  that  this  is  a  Priority  #1. 

12.  If  AFDC  has  been  oanted,  and  the  referral  is  only  to  help  the  minor 
parent  connect  with  DHR,  send  the  referral  form  and  indicate  that  this  is 
a  Priority  #2. 

13.  If  AFDC  has  been  denied,  but  the  minor  parent  wants  to  be  invoh'ed  with 
DHR,  send  the  referral  form  and  indicate  that  this  is  a  Priority  #2. 

14.  DHR  win  complete  side  two  of  the  form  when  they  have  completed  their 
investigation,  and  return  it  to  DIM. 

15.  Consider  this  recommendation  along  with  all  other  available  information 
when  making  a  decision  with  respect  to  this  eUgibility  requirement. 
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Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Santorum,  we  thank  you  for  your  patience. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  giving  me  another 
opportunity.  And  I  am  going  to  try  to  clean  things  up  and  then  we 
can  send  you  back  to  get  some  real  work  done  instead  of  sitting 
here  talking  to  us. 

A  couple  of  things  that  I  wanted  to  go  over.  Mr.  Levin  pursued 
some  of  the  comments  that  I  was  making  with  respect  to  the  new 
chance  program.  You  referred  to  some  remarks  that  New  Jersey 
and  Illinois  results  were  somewhat  more  encouraging  than  the 
other  program  that  we  referred  to.  I  have  before  me  the  report  of 
Rebecca  Maynard,  who  was  the  senior  investigator  of  the  project. 
She  writes  that  one  of  her  findings'  main  messages  for  welfare  re- 
form is  that  the  traditional  way  of  delivering  family  planning  serv- 
ices, emphasizing  education  and  counseling,  do  not  work.  The  tradi- 
tional approaches  to  second  chance  education  and  job  training  are 
marginally  effective  at  best.  Attaining  self-sufficiency  after  a  2-year 
period  is  an  unrealistic  goal  for  particularly  teenage  parents. 

I  am  not  too  sure  that  other  studies  they  are  any  more  encourag- 
ing and  focusing  on  young  mothers  to  get  them  into  these  kinds  of 
programs  seems  unwise.  Instead,  we  should  do  something  substan- 
tial in  the  form  of  putting  the  direct  disincentive  of  having  children 
out  of  wedlock  by  not  providing  financial  assistance  to  doing  so.  I 
think  it  is  a  much  more  effective  and  realistic  way  of  trying  some- 
thing different  to  get  at  that  problem. 

And  I  know  that  you  suggested  that  living  at  home  is  a  way  to 
get  this  indirectly  because  the  income  of  the  mother  or  the  parents, 
if  it  is  a  two-parent  family,  would  count  toward  that  child's  eligi- 
bility. But  I  know  States — I  think  the  State  of  Michigan  has  done 
that  and  they  found  no  significant  reduction  because  it  is  difficult 
to  track.  It  is  hard  to  find  out  who  is  in  the  household  and  who 
is  receiving  what. 

The  evidence  that  we  have  gotten,  and  again  the  only  good  evi- 
dence we  believe  is  from  Michigan,  showed  no  significant  reduction 
in  the  benefits  paid  to  the  teenage  mother.  So  I  would  just  ask  you 
to  look  into  that  and  something  that  we  can  work  together,  that  if 
in  fact  it  really  doesn't  do  much  to  reduce  the  income,  then  I  think 
we  need  to  look  at  other  areas. 

With  respect  to  the  aliens  provision  that  Mr.  Hancock  asked 
about,  it  is  true  that  sponsors  are  required  to  provide  for  support 
for  the  immigrant  in  this  country  for  5  years,  but  if  the  sponsor 
loses  their  job  or  didn't  have  any  income,  the  alien  becomes  imme- 
diately eligible.  If  the  sponsor  says  that  they  don't  want  to  support 
the  immigrant  anymore,  the  immigrant  becomes  eligible. 

So  there  are  all  sorts  of  ways  and  there  are  currently  ways  for 
literally  millions  of  aliens  to  get  on  the  welfare  rolls  before  the  5- 
year  period  is  exhausted,  and  that  to  me  is  problematic  and  that 
is  one  of  the  things  that  we  wanted  to  do  to  address  that,  to  have 
a  little  bit  more  of  a  dramatic  effect  on  that. 

And  I  appreciate  the  fact  that  you  have  taken  what  I  considered 
a  rather  bold  step  of  even  extending  the  5-year  provision  on  your 
side,  and  I  appreciate  that.  But  I  think  if  we  really  want  to  get  to 
the  crux  of  what  the  problem  is  here,  I  think  we  have  to  be  just 
a  little  bit  bolder.  And  we  will  certainly  work  with  you  to  make 
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sure  that  you  have  the  support  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  and  I  think 
you  can  get  bipartisan  support  for  a  more  aggressive  position  on 
the  aHen  issue. 

Finally,  I  want  to  go  back  and  slug  through  this  as  far  as  who 
is  in  fact  going  to  be  in  the  work  program  or  eligible  for  the  work 
program  because  I  don't  think  we  really  got  through  that.  And  let 
me  walk  through  how  I  see  this  and  you  tell  me  how  I  am  wrong. 
How  is  that? 

We  have  100  percent  of  the  caseload,  which  is  everyone  in  the 
welfare  system  today.  You  exempt  out  of  the  box  about  77  percent 
because  they  were  bom  prior  to  1972.  So  of  all  the  caseload,  about 
77  percent  were  born  prior  to  1972,  which  leaves  you  about  23  per- 
cent of  the  existing  caseload  in  place  to  apply  your  work  program 
and  your  training  and  time  limitation  program  to. 

In  addition,  you  set  aside  25  percent,  which  is  roughly  the  num- 
ber of  either  the  disabled  children  under  1  year  old  or  caring  for 
a  disabled  child  and  those  other  exemptions  as  an  exempt  class 
which  would  qualify  for  your  jobs  preparation  program,  but  that  is 
25  percent  of  what  would  be  the  entire  caseload  which  would 
amount  to  about  6  percent  of  the  23  percent,  which  is  25  percent 
of  23  percent,  which  leaves  you  with  17  percent  eligible  and  would 
be  in  your  transition  and  then  work  program. 

In  addition,  you  say  that  10  percent  would  be  exempt  if  they  are 
in  college  or  long-term  training.  Ten  percent  of  the  remaining  17 
percent  would  be  roughly  2  percent,  which  would  reduce  you  down 
to  15  percent  that  would  be  ehgible  for  this  program. 

Then  you  say  another  20  percent  are  exempt  because  section  202 
of  your  bill  says  that  States  are  required  to  involve  only  80  percent 
of  the  remaining  caseload,  which  means  another  3  percent  would 
be  reduced  from  the  15  percent  remaining  from  the  overall  case- 
load, which  brings  you  down  to  12  percent  of  the  caseload  existing 
today  that  would  initially  be  put  into  this  transition-to-work  pro- 
gram. 

That  is  how  we  came  up  with  the  number  of  about  10  percent, 
but  the  number  that  I  come  up  with,  using  my  very  quick  sophisti- 
cated calculator  here,  was  roughly  12  percent.  Now  tell  me  hov/  I 
am  wrong. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Congressman,  partly  you  are  wrong  by  mixing  ap- 
ples and  oranges.  I  think  the  best  thing  to  do  is  take  a  look  at  the 
year  2000  where  the  program  isn't  just  getting  started  in  the  first 
2  years.  No  one  has  hit  the  time  limit. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Because  they  are  in  the  pipeline.  That  is  the 
point  I  am  trying  to  make.  You  start  very  few  people  in  the  pipe- 
line originally. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Let's  take  the  year  2000.  It  is  a  nice,  simple,  "we 
are  there."  Half  the  people,  half  of  the  people  on  welfare,  2.4  mil- 
lion are 

Mr.  Santorum.  When  you  say  half  the  people  are  in  the  pro- 
gram, you  mean  half  the  people  are  in  the  pipeline,  they  are  not 
in  the  work  program,  they  are  in  the  beginning  full  2-year  phasein. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  We  have  the  materials  and  would  be  happy  to  pro- 
vide it.  Those  2.4  million,  the  same  old  base  40  percent  are  either 
off  welfare  working  or  in  our  work  program,  1  million  people.  About 
another  37  percent,  nearly  900,000,  are  in  the  time-limited  work 
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program.  Not  very  many  will  get  there  but  nonetheless  they  could. 
About  23  percent  are  exempted  due  to  the  fact  that  they  are  caring 
for  a  disabled  child. 

Mr.  Santorum.  As  you  see,  we  have  the  same  exemptions  and 
we  will  not  change  those  exemptions. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  the  right  number  is  half  the  caseload  by 
the  year  2000.  Of  those,  three-fourths  are  already  working  or  off 
welfare  or  in  the  time-limited  welfare  system  approaching  that 
limit. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Mr.  Santorum,  let  me  finally  summarize  this 
because  we  clearly  have  a  difference  of  opinion  over  how  programs 
should  be  put  in  place. 

We  have  had  very  careful  conversations  with  States  in  terms  of 
what  they  thought  they  could  absorb,  how  fast  they  could  put  a 
new  system  in  place.  While  we  want  to  be  responsible  and  have 
conversations  with  you,  with  the  Chairman,  and  with  the  commit- 
tees as  we  are  going  through  the  committee  process,  it  is  important 
not  to  be  reckless,  and  that  is  to  throw  everybody  into  a  new  pro- 
gram in  which  the  States  don't  have  up  and  running,  which  would 
be  the  worst  we  could  possibly  do. 

So  to  be  fair  to  us  we  have  taken  15  or  16  months  to  have  very 
careful  conversations  with  people  who  run  the  programs  and  even 
beyond  those  conversations,  we  have  pushed  them  to  the  outer 
edges  and  to  have  a  safeguard  to  make  certain  that  we  were  not 
underestimating  the  energy  of  the  Governors.  We  have  also  said 
that  any  State  that  wants  to  move  faster  can  move  faster  and  we 
have  budgeted  for  that. 

So  we  believe  that  we  have  taken  responsible  steps  to  move  the 
welfare  recipients  as  quickly  as  possible,  the  new  system  as  quicklv 
as  possible  and  to  get  it  set  up.  That  is  really  what  this  is  all 
about. 

Mr.  Santorum.  If  I  may  just  interject,  do  you  or  don't  you?  We 
have  gotten  conflicting  testimony.  Do  you  not  reduce  the  current 
law  that  one  parent  in  a  two-parent  family  is  required  to  work  and 
then  phase  them  in  with  everybody  else? 

Secretary  Shalala.  No.  We  absolutely  do  not. 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  was  in  the  original  draft,  is  that  not  cor- 
rect, that  the  original  draft 

Secretary  Shalala.  I  have  no  idea  what  was  in  the  draft. 

Mr.  Santorum.  So  you  have  not  changed  the  two-parent  family 
work  requirement  as  originally  set  up  by  the  Family  Support  Act 
of  1988. 

Secretary  Shalala.  No,  we  have  not. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Let  me  finish  my  question.  You  allow  current 
law  to  stay  as  is  with  respect  to  two-parent  families. 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  maintain  current  law  in  this  legislation 
that  we  have  submitted  to  Congress. 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  was  a  question.  There  was  some  confusion 
with  the  draft  that  you  originally  sent  up  to  this  committee  that 
did  have  a  different  provision  in  it. 

But  thank  you  very  much.  I  am  done. 

Acting  Chairman  Glbbons.  All  right. 

Well,  Secretary  Shalala,  you  have  done  a  wonderful  job. 

Secretary  Shalala.  Thank  you  very  much. 
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Acting  Chairman  GiBBONS.  Ms.  Bane,  Dr.  Ellwood  and  all  the 
staff — this  is  day  one.  We  are  going  to  finish  it  before  we  adjourn. 
I  am  talking  about  having  it  on  the  President's  desk,  not  just  finish 
in  this  committee. 

Secretary  Shalala.  We  appreciate  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  we 
consider  it  an  honor  to  be  able  to  work  with  you  in  the  weeks 
ahead. 

Acting  Chairman  Gibbons.  Thank  you.  We  will  be  working  to- 
gether. Thank  you  very  much. 

[Whereupon,  at  1:16  p.m.,  the  hearing  was  adjourned.] 

[Questions  submitted  by  Mr.  Thomas,  Mr.  Kopetski,  Mr.  Reyn- 
olds and  Mr.  Cardin  follow:] 
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Question  posed  by  Mr.  Tbomas,  House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 
Hearing,  July  14,  1994. 

Question: 

Is  the  Secretary  aware  that  federal  bankruptcy  courts  in 
California  are  discharging  assigned  child  support  rights  not 
reduced  to  judgment  under  In  re  Ramirez  795  F.  2d  1494  (9th  Cir., 
1986)  and  ignoring  In  re  Morris.  139  B.  R.  17  (Bkrtcy.,  CD.  Cal. 
1991)? 

Would  she  be  willing  to  address  this  problem  by  amending  the 
Social  Security  Act  so  that  statutory  child  support  obligations 
are  not  discharged  in  this  manner?   If  not,  what  position  is  the 
Department  taking  on  the  California  bankruptcy  discharge  issue? 

Answer : 

We  deal  with  a  variety  of  bankruptcy  issues  in  the 
administration's  Welfare  Reform  proposal.   Although  a 
noncustodial  parent  obligated  to  pay  support  may  not  escape  the 
obligation  by  filing  bankruptcy,  the  ability  to  collect  amounts 
due  is  hampered  by  current  bankruptcy  practices.   One  of  the 
difficulties  is  that  the  filing  of  a  bankruptcy  action 
automatically  "stays"  or  forbids  various  actions  to  collect  past 
due  support.   In  order  to  continue  child  support  collections, 
permission  from  the  Bankruptcy  Court  must  be  granted  to  lift  the 
automatic  stay.   Another  obstacle  is  a  requirement  that  the 
attorney  handling  the  child  support  creditor's  claim  must  either 
be  a  member  of  the  Federal  bar  in  the  jurisdiction  where  the 
bankruptcy  action  is  filed,  appear  by  permission,  or  find 
alternative  representation.   In  addition,  child  support 
obligations  are  often  treated  less  favorably  than  other  financial 
obligations  such  as  consumer  debts  and,  under  a  Chapter  13 
bankruptcy  proceeding,  an  individual  debtor  is  allowed  to  pay  off 
debts  over  an  extended  period  of  time — usually  three  to  five 
years.   Even  though  the  current  child  support  continues  and 
arrearages  cannot  be  forgiven  through  bankruptcy,  the  ability  to 
collect  these  arrearages  quickly  can  be  thwarted  when,  as  under 
current  practice,  a  bankruptcy  payment  plan  could  require  a 
different  payment  arrangement  on  support  arrearages  than  that 
imposed  by  a  court  or  administrative  support  process. 

Our  proposal  will  eliminate  these  types  of  bankruptcy-related 
obstacles  to  collecting  child  support.   It  will  remove  the 
effects  of  an  automatic  stay  with  respect  to  child  support 
establishment,  modification,  and  enforcement  proceedings;  require 
the  establishment  of  a  simple  procedure  under  which  a  support 
creditor  can  file  their  claim  with  the  bankruptcy  court;  treat 
unsecured  support  obligations  as  a  second  priority  claim  status; 
and  require  that  the  bankruptcy  trustee  recognize  and  honor  an 
arrearage  payment  schedule  established  by  a  court  or  administra- 
tive decision  maker.   These  changes  will  facilitate  the 
uninterrupted  flow  of  support  to  children  in  the  event  the 
obligor  files  for  or  enters  into  bankruptcy. 

As  to  the  specific  issue  you  raise,  we  will  certainly  take  under 
advisement  the  possibility  of  amending  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
address  the  bankruptcy  problem  raised.   We  are  aware  of  the 
problem  and  are  very  sympathetic  to  your  policy  objective. 
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Questions  posed  by  Mr.  Kopetski,  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  July  14,  1994 

Question  1: 

Oregon  submitted  its  welfare  reform  proposal  "JOBS  Plus"  to  the 
Department  of  Agriculture  and  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  waivers  sose  time  ago.  I, 
along  with  the  Oregon  delegation  and  the  Governor  of  Oregon, 
strongly  support  the  proposal.   We  have  all  spent  a  great  deal  of 
time  working  with  the  Department  of  Agriculture  to  have  waivers 
issued  for  Food  Stamp  "cashouts"  which  are  part  of  the  plan. 
Those  waivers  have  been  approved.   Also,  I  received  a  letter  from 
President  Clinton  in  which  he  stated  that  "Oregon's  request  for 
waiver  was  in  the  final  stages  of  agreement"  and  more  importantly 
that  "the  emphasis  Oregon  places  on  moving  welfare  recipients 
into  meaningful  employment  in  JOBS  PLUS  closely  matches  our  goal 
with  the  Work  and  Responsibility  Act."   Now  it  is  my 
understanding  that  your  Department  is  holding  up  approval  of  the 
plan.   It  is  also  my  understanding  that  your  office  gave 
assurances  that  the  waiver  would  be  granted  on  July  1st.   It  is 
now  July  14th.   Can  you  explain  this  delay?  Can  you  expedite  this 
request  for  approval  of  the  Oregon  plan? 


As  you  may  know,  a  recent  decision  by  the  Ninth  Circuit  Court  of 
Appeals  regarding  a  waiver  granted  California  in  1992  has  raised 
issues  about  the  waiver  process  that  need  to  be  considered 
carefully  before  further  waivers  are  granted.   This  is  especially 
true  in  view  of  the  fact  that  Oregon  is  also  covered  by  the  Ninth 
Circuit.   It  is  in  the  interest  of  Oregon,  as  well  as  the  federal 
government,  to  be  sure  that  our  process  meets  with  the 
requirements  of  the  Court's  decision. 
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Questions  2-5; 

The  Administration  is  planning  to  finance  a  significant  portion 
of  welfare  reform  by  changing  the  eligibility  requirements  for 
legal  immigrants  who  apply  for  SSI  and  AFDC.   Is  the  rationale 
for  these  changes  a  matter  of  sponsor  responsibility  and  abuse  of 
the  system  by  legal  aged  immigrants? 

On  the  issue  of  increased  responsibility  for  sponsors,  according 
to  0MB 's  Income  Maintenance  Branch,  there  is  no  existing 
information  that  sponsors  are  abandoning  immigrants  or  abusing 
the  system.   What  information  does  the  Administration  have  on 
which  it  is  basing  its  conclusion  with  regard  to  sponsor 
responsibility  for  aliens? 

What  information  does  the  Administration  have  which  would  support 
cutting  benefits  to  legal  permanent  residents  who  are  blind, 
aged,  and  disabled,  rather  than  improving  oversight  of  the 
program? 

According  to  SSA,  fraud  as  it  exists,  is  not  confined  to  the 
immigrant  community.   It  is  also  found  among  native  born 
residents.   That  being  the  case,  how  can  the  Administration 
justify  its  policy  towards  legal  immigrants? 

Answer; 

The  changes  in  sponsor  deeming  rules  are  not  intended  to  curb 
"fraudulent"  activity.   Rather,  they  are  intended  to  build  upon 
successful  current  policy,  and  to  establish  a  better  balance 
between  the  financial  commitments  agreed  to  by  sponsors  and  the 
commitments  of  government  to  provide  welfare  benefits. 

The  Administration's  welfare  reform  plan  would  modify  the  current 
"deeming"  rules  that  apply  to  sponsored  legal  immigrants  in  the 
SSI,  AFDC,  and  Food  Stamp  programs.   The  deeming  period  is 
currently  3  years  in  AFDC  and  Food  Stamps,  and  was  extended  in 
November  1993  from  3  to  5  years  in  SSI  for  immigrants  applying 
between  1/1/94  and  10/1/96. 

During  this  deeming  period,  a  portion  of  a  sponsor's  income  and 
resources  is  deemed  to  be  available  to  the  immigrant  when 
determining  whether  the  immigrant  is  eligible  for  welfare 
benefits.   Deeming  is  not  applied  to  immigrants:   (1)  who  become 
blind  or  disabled  after  entry  into  the  U.S.;  (2)  who  do  not  have 
sponsors  (e.g.,  employment-based  immigrants);  or  (3)  whose 
sponsors  have  died.   Additionally,  deeming  is  not  applied  to 
refugees  or  asylees.   Finally,  deeming  does  not  prevent  a 
sponsored  immigrant  from  being  eligible  for  benefits,  provided 
the  sponsor  has  low  income  and  resources  and  the  immigrant  meets 
other  eligibility  criteria.   Nothing  in  the  Administration's  plan 
would  alter  these  exceptions  to  deeming. 
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Deeming  is  a  procedure  used  to  establish  whether  or  not  certain 
individuals  (e.g.,  children,  spouses  or  sponsored  immigrants) 
meet  the  need-based  income  and  resource  criteria  for  eligibility, 
taking  into  account  the  income  and  resources  of  others  who  are 
financially  responsible  for  those  individuals  (e.g.,  grandpar- 
ents, stepparents,  spouses,  or  sponsors) .   A  sponsor  is  a  citizen 
or  legal  permanent  resident  who  has  signed  an  affidavit  of 
support  as  a  condition  of  granting  an  immigrant  a  visa  for 
residence.  In  part,  this  signed  affidavit  establishes  that  the 
sponsor  has  agreed  to  be  financially  responsible  for  the 
immigrant,  and  assures  the  Federal  government  that  the  immigrant 
will  not  become  a  public  charge  in  the  United  States.   In 
essence,  the  deeming  rules  in  SSI,  AFDC,  and  Food  Stamps  serve  to 
enforce  the  affidavit  of  support  signed  by  a  sponsor. 

SSI  program  data  show  that  one-third  of  all  legal  permanent 
residents  currently  receiving  SSI  aged  benefits  became  eligible 
for  those  benefits  in  their  fourth  year  of  residence — or 
immediately  after  the  deeming  period  ended  (see  Attachment  1) . 
However,  this  activity  can  not  be  characterized  as  "fraud  and 
abuse"  since  the  SSI  rules — until  recently — clearly  set  forth 
three  years  as  the  sponsor  deeming  period.   Rather,  we  believe 
the  data  indicate  that  sponsor  deeming  policies  can  be  effective 
in  reinforcing  the  financial  responsibilities  that  sponsors  have 
agreed  to  when  they  sign  affidavits  of  support. 

Nevertheless,  in  our  review  of  welfare  policies,  we  concluded 
that  certain  modifications  to  sponsor  deeming  policies  are 
warranted.   We  believe  these  modifications  enhance  the  effective- 
ness of  deeming  in  determining  the  financial  need  of  sponsored 
immigrants,  and  better  balance  the  commitments  of  sponsors  who 
have  agreed  to  be  financially  responsible  for  immigrants,  and  the 
commitments  of  government  to  provide  support  to  those  same 
immigrants.   Therefore,  we  are  proposing  that  the  three  programs 
(SSI,  AFDC,  and  Food  Stamps)  administer  a  consistent  5  year 
deeming  period.   This  is  the  minimum  period  of  time  that  an 
immigrant  is  required  to  be  in  legal  permanent  resident  status 
before  becoming  eligible  for  citizenship.   It  is  also  the 
current,  although  temporary,  sponsor  deeming  period  in  SSI. 

Beyond  this  5  year  deeming  period,  we  propose  that  if  a  sponsor's 
income  is  below  the  median  family  income  for  all  families,  then 
the  sponsored  immigrant  would  be  eligible  for  welfare  benefits 
subject  to  meeting  other  eligibility  criteria.   However,  we  would 
ask  a  sponsor  in  the  top  half  of  the  income  distribution  to 
continue  to  be  responsible  financially  for  the  immigrant  she/he 
has  sponsored  until  the  immigrant  becomes  a  citizen. 

Of  course,  we  are  dedicated  to  identifying,  sanctioning,  and 
preventing  any  type  of  fraud  that  may  occur  in  any  of  our  welfare 
programs,  regardless  of  who  is  committing  such  fraud — native  or 
immigrant.   Indeed,  our  proposal  will  dramatically  reduce  the 
waste,  fraud  and  misuse  in  the  welfare  system.   States  will  have 
to  verify  the  income,  identity,  alien  status  and  Social  Security 
numbers  of  new  applicants.   A  national  public  assistance 
clearinghouse  will  use  identification  niimbers  to  track  people 
wherever  and  whenever  they  use  welfare,  and  a  "new  hire"  database 
will  monitor  recipients'  earnings. 
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ATTACHMENT  1 

Numbor  of  lawfully  admitted  aged  alien  SSI  reclplenta  applying  since 

September  1980,  by  length  of  time  between  residency  and  SSI  application 

December  1993 


Time  between  receipt 

Legal 

Percent 

of  legal  permanent  status 

Permanent 

ot 

and  SSI  application 

Residents 

Total 

Total 

308.160 

100.0% 

Less  than  1  year 

10,120 

3.3% 

Second  year 

8,450 

2.7% 

Third  year 

9,990 

3.2% 

Fourth  year 

103,270 

33.5% 

Fifth  year 

25,510 

8.3% 

Sixth  year 

19,060 

6.2% 

Seventh  Year 

14.410 

4.7% 

Eighth  year 

13,360 

4.3% 

Ninth  year 

12,550 

4.1% 

Tenth  year 

10,910 

3.5% 

Eleventh  year 

10,780 

3.5% 

Twelfth  year 

9,480 

3.1% 

Over  1 2  years 

60,270 

19.6% 

Source:  Department  of  Health  end  Human  Services,  ASPE. 

NUMBER  OF  LAWFULLY  ADMITTED  AGED  ALIEN  SSI  RECIPIENTS 

By  length  of  time  between  permanent  residency  and  SSI  application 
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Question  6; 

There  are  eight  million  unemployed  in  this  country.   I  am 
concerned  that  families  can  only  move  from  work  to  welfare  if 
there  are  real  jobs  out  there.   Where  are  the  jobs? 

Answer ; 

Two  points  suggest  that  enough  jobs  can  be  found  and  created. 
First,  research  indicates  that  the  main  obstacle  to  employment 
may  not  be  the  lack  of  jobs  per  se,  but  the  ability  to  maintain  a 
level  of  economic  security  sufficient  to  remain  off  welfare 
because  many  existing  jobs  don't  pay  well  or  provide  benefits. 
Second,  labor  force  projections  indicate  there  are  indeed  a 
number  of  growing  occupational  areas  providing  jobs  appropriate 
to  the  skills  of  entry-level  workers.   Additionally,  in  those 
instances  when  regular  unsubsidized  employment  is  not  available, 
we  have  provided  States  with  resources,  through  the  WORK  program, 
to  create  a  variety  of  subsidized  positions. 

Many  AFDC  recipients  already  leave  welfare  for  unsubsidized 
employment.   Currently,  70  percent  of  recipients  leave  welfare 
within  two  years  and  90  percent  leave  within  five  years.   Fully 
half  of  these  cases  leave  for  employment.   But  child  care 
problems,  health  crises,  or  temporary  unemployment  now  cause  most 
women  who  leave  welfare  to  eventually  return.   Our  proposal,  in 
conjunction  with  other  initiatives  put  forward  by  this  Adminis- 
tration, helps  low-income  workers  to  remain  off  welfare  by 
"making  work  pay."   Child  care  and  child  support  improvements  in 
our  plan,  along  with  health  care  reform  and  already  enacted 
Earned  Income  Tax  Credit  changes  will  eliminate  major  obstacles 
to  continued  employment. 

We  also  anticipate  that  current  economic  growth  will  continue  to 
expand  opportunities  for  families  seeking  independence  from 
welfare.   The  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  (BLS)  projects  the 
creation  of  roughly  25  million  new  jobs  by  2005.   We  believe  that 
this  job  growth  will  provide  ample  opportunity  for  welfare 
recipients  to  enter  the  mainstream  of  American  economic  life  in 
most  geographic  locations. 

Already,  more  than  three  million  private  sector  jobs  have  been 
created  during  the  first  16  months  of  this  Administration.   Many 
of  the  occupations  expected  to  grow  most  quickly  in  the  coming 
years  do  not  require  advanced  education.   Even  a  minimum-wage  job 
is  an  important  step  toward  self-sufficiency.   As  women  gain  job 
skills,  work  experience — and  faith  in  themselves — they  will 
progress  to  better-paying  jobs  and  real  financial  stability. 
Transitional  education  and  training  programs  will  prepare 
recipients  for  the  work  place  and  increase  long-term  earnings 
potential. 
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still  there  will  be  some  areas  without  sufficient  jobs.   x;;..;.. 
the  plan  does  provide  temporary  last  resort  subsidized  jobn 
(400,000  jobs  by  the  year  2000)  for  persons  who  are  unable  '-o 
find  unsubsidized  work.   The  President's  Working  Group  on  Welfare 
Reform,  Family  Support,  and  Independence  interviewed  and  surveyed 
hundreds  of  State  and  local  officials,  representatives  of 
advocacy  organizations,  representatives  of  community  development 
organizations,  welfare  recipients,  members  of  the  academic  and 
research  community,  representatives  of  businesses  and  private 
sector  organizations,  union  officials,  and  other  interested 
persons  in  order  to  assess  the  feasibility  of  creating  sufficient 
jobs  for  the  WORK  program.   All  indicated  that  if  we  phased-in 
slowly  and  provided  flexible  job  creation  resources,  and  if  we 
involved  the  community  in  job  creation  efforts,  we  could  mount  a 
WORK  program  that  provided  real  jobs. 

Question  7; 

Three-fourths  of  the  funding  for  the  Administration's  welfare 
plan  comes  from  cutting  programs  for  low-income  people.   Won't 
many  of  these  cuts  hurt  the  very  people  we  are  trying  to  help? 

Answer; 

We  all  know  that  difficult  choices  have  to  be  made  in  the  current 
budget  situation  and  we  believe  the  Administration's  welfare 
reform  financing  plan  is  balanced  and  responsible.   We  are  asking 
sponsors  of  immigrants  to  do  more,  we  are  targeting  programs 
better,  and  we  are  ensuring  that  the  Emergency  Assistance  program 
is  used  as  intended. 

Our  plan  would  modify  the  existing  "deeming"  rules  that  apply  to 
sponsored  legal  immigrants  in  the  SSI,  AFDC,  and  Food  Stamp 
programs.   During  this  deeming  period,  a  portion  of  a  sponsor's 
income  and  resources  is  deemed  to  be  available  to  the  immigrant 
when  determining  whether  the  immigrant  is  eligible  for  welfare 
benefits.  Deeming  does  not  apply  to  immigrants  who  become  blind 
or  disabled;  who  do  not  have  sponsors  (e.g.,  employment-based 
immigrants) ;  or  who  are  refugees. 

Deeming  does  not  prevent  a  sponsored  immigrant  from  being 
eligible  for  benefits,  provided  the  sponsor  has  low  income  and 
resources  and  the  immigrant  meets  other  eligibility  criteria. 
Our  plan  does  not  abandon  needy  people.   Needy  immigrants  whose 
sponsors  are  poor  and  cannot  support  them,  as  well  as  needy 
immigrants  who  become  disabled,  would  be  eligible  as  they  are  now 
for  benefits  under  the  Administration's  plan. 

Another  part  of  our  revenue  package  caps  the  Emergency  Assistance 
(EA)  program  and  provides  inflation  adjustments  in  future  years. 
States  have  increasingly  used  this  program  to  finance  a  range  of 
programs  that  were  previously  paid  entirely  with  State  funds  and 
unrelated  to  emergency  needs.   Few  new  services  have  been 
provided  to  the  poor.    Our  proposal  does  not  cut  EA  funds,  but 
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it  encourages  States  to  target  these  funds  for  true  emergency 
services  and  needs . 

Question  8; 

If  a  parent  does  not  fully  comply  with  all  the  welfare  rules 
under  the  Administration's  plan,  in  many  cases  the  safety  net 
would  be  completely  removed  for  the  entire  family  for  six  months. 
Since  three-fourths  of  recipients  are  children  won't  these 
sanctions  hurt  children  and  increase  homelessness  and  the  number 
of  foster  care  children? 

Answer ; 

We  believe  that  families  who  play  by  the  rules  should  not  be 
penalized.   Thus,  benefits  would  not  be  cut  or  jobs  terminated 
except  for  cause.   We  also  believe  that  most  women  on  welfare 
want  to  work,  and  that  the  6-month  cutoff  will  be  rare.   Further, 
recipients  who  refuse  to  take  work  assignments  (or  who  quit  or 
get  fired)  will  initially  face  a  series  of  escalating  sanctions, 
not  a  complete  cutoff  of  aid. 

Our  proposal  does  include  numerous  provisions  to  ensure  that 
families  are  aware  of  the  rules  and  receive  the  information  and 
assistance  they  need  to  participate.   Through  these  provisions, 
we  would  minimize  the  potential  number  of  sanction  situations. 
For  example,  the  proposal  provides  new  opportunities  for  meetings 
between  families  and  case  workers  to  discuss  participation 
problems  and  negotiate  plan  revisions,  a  greater  emphasis  on  case 
management,  and  more  attention  to  orientations  and  discussions 
about  mutual  rights  and  responsibilities. 

If  these  efforts  fail,  and  AFDC  benefits  are  cut,  other  benefits 
would  continue.   For  example,  under  most  JOBS  sanctions,  children 
are  still  eligible  for  AFDC  benefits,  and  all  family  members  keep 
their  Food  Stamps,  housing  assistance,  and  Medicaid.   In  those 
cases  where  the  entire  AFDC  benefit  is  terminated,  Food  Stamps, 
housing  assistance,  and  Medicaid  are  still  available  to  the 
family. 

Individuals  whose  public  jobs  are  terminated  will  generally  be 
given  another  opportunity  to  work.   If  a  WORK  position  is  not 
immediately  available,  they  might  receive  a  different  kind  of 
WORK  assignment.   Unless  they  are  under  sanction,  benefits  would 
continue. 

The  risk  to  children  will  be  minimized  due  to  the  availability  of 
other  benefits,  strengthened  case  management  and  oversight. 
Ultimately,  if,  as  a  result  of  the  sanctions,  children  appear  to 
be  neglected,  the  State  would  have  to  assume  responsibility  for 
their  protection  through  its  child  welfare  system. 
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Even  if  used  infrequently,  we  believe  sanction  provisions  can  be 
a  useful  tool  in  giving  meaning  to  the  principles  of  work  and 
responsibility. 

Question  9; 

Why  was  the  State  option  to  impose  a  "family  cap"  included  in  the 
President's  bill?  Although  this  approach  is  being  tried  in  New 
Jersey,  there  is  no  definitive  proof  that  such  a  proposal  will  be 
effective. 

Answer ; 

One  of  the  central  aspects  to  welfare  reform  is  State  flexibili- 
ty.  In  the  process  of  developing  our  plan,  we  spoke  with  State 
government  leaders  and  welfare  workers  from  all  over  the  country. 
We  asked  them  how  we  could  help  them  reduce  the  number  of  people 
on  welfare.   They  told  us  that  in  order  to  be  most  effective, 
they  need  to  have  the  opportunity  to  customize  their  policies  to 
meet  the  characteristics  of  their  communities.   AFDC  is  a  joint 
Federal/State  program.   States  are  given  virtually  complete 
discretion  over  how  high  to  set  their  benefit  levels.   Thus 
Mississippi  pays  $120  per  month  for  a  family  of  three,  while 
California  pays  over  $600  per  month  for  such  a  family.   This  plan 
gives  new  flexibility  in  several  areas  including  family  caps. 

Many  states  have  requested  waivers  to  limit  welfare  benefits  for 
additional  children.   We  want  these  States  to  be  able  to 
implement  the  most  effective  set  of  policies  for  the  people  in 
their  State.   At  the  same  time,  we  will  be  following  closely  what 
States'  choose  to  do  in  this  area  and  the  impact  it  has  on  the 
families. 

Question  10; 

Can  you  spell  out  further  the  rationale  and  meaning  of  "absti- 
nence-based" programs  in  schools?  Would  such  programs  include 
sex  education?   Can  you  provide  examples  of  such  programs  which 
have  met  with  success? 


Research  and  evaluations  have  taught  us  that  to  be  most  effective 
in  reducing  teen  pregnancy,  a  prevention  strategy  must  begin  with 
pre-teens,  focus  initially  on  the  young  people  who  are  most  at- 
risk,  and  emphasize  school-based,  school-linked  activities  and 
complementary  community  action. 

We  want  to  help  communities  create  their  own  effective  approaches 
—  they  may  choose  an  existing  program  model  or  may  develop  one 
suited  to  their  own  community  needs. 

One  example  of  such  a  promising  program  is  the  "Postponing  Sexual 
Involvement  Program"  in  Atlanta,  Georgia.   This  school-based 
program  combines  sound  factual  information  about  reproductive 
health,  including  information  about  birth  control  and  how  to  use 
it,  with  a  strong  rationale  and  support  for  postponing  sexual 
involvement.   Initial  findings  suggest  that  it  has  positive 
results  —  both  in  terms  of  postponing  sexual  involvement  and  in 
using  birth  control  when  engaging  in  sexual  activity. 
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Questions  posed  by  Mr.  Reynolds,  House  Committee  on  Ways  and 
Means,  July  14,  1994 

Question  1: 

Secretary  Shalala,  the  proposal  we  are  considering  today  contains 
tough  sanctions  on  welfare  recipients  who  refuse  to  follow  the 
rules.   My  greatest  concern  in  the  area  of  welfare  reform,  is  the 
question  of  how  the  sanctions  will  affect  the  children  of  welfare 
recipients. 

Sanctions  that  reduce  the  family's  entire  AFDC  benefit  in  the 
even  of  non-compliance,  not  only  negatively  impact  the  children 
in  those  already  tragic  situations,  it  also  raises  the  question 
of  fitness  of  the  parent  to  raise  his  or  her  child.   The 
legislation  before  us  today,  in  my  view,  does  not  sufficiently 
address  these  concerns. 

Secretary  Shalala,  the  proposal  includes  a  loss  of  a  family's 
entire  AFDC  benefit  for  six  months  if  an  individual  refuses  the 
offer  of  a  non-subsidized  job.   It  provides  intervention  of  State 
child  protective  service  in  situations  in  which  there  is  non- 
compliance. 

My  question  is:   What  is  the  family  who  loses  their  entire  AFDC 
benefit  for  six  months  to  do  during  that  time?  On  whose  doorstep 
will  they  find  themselves? 

Answer: 

As  you  know,  the  administration's  proposal  would  increase  the 
penalty  for  welfare  recipients  who  fail  to  take  unsubsidized  jobs 
without  good  case.   Both  before  and  after  the  2-year  time  limit, 
recipients  refusing  to  accept  unsubsidized  jobs  without  good 
cause  will  lose  family  cash  benefits  for  6  months  or  until  they 
accept  unsubsidized  jobs  whichever  is  shorter.   Families  who  play 
by  the  rules,  however,  will  not  be  penalized.   Benefits  will  not 
be  cut  or  jobs  terminated  without  good  cause.   At  the  same  time, 
some  sanction  provisions  are  necessary  in  order  to  reinforce  the 
principles  of  work  and  responsibility.   Several  studies  have 
shown  that  sanctions  change  behavior  and  can  be  administered. 

We  believe  that  refusable  to  work  will  be  rare.   Most  women  on 
welfare  want  to  work,  and  7  0%  of  welfare  recipients  already  leave 
the  welfare  rolls  within  two  years.   Even  during  sanctions,  some 
benefits  will  continue  in  order  to  protect  children.   Families 
will  continue  to  be  eligible  for  Food  Stamps,  housing  assistance, 
and  medical  assistance. 

The  risk  to  children  will  be  minimized  due  to  the  availability  of 
other  benefits,  strengthened  case  management  and  oversight. 
Ultimately,  if,  as  a  result  of  new  sanctions,  children  appear  to 
b  neglected,  the  State  would  have  to  assume  responsibility  for 
their  protection  through  its  child  welfare  system. 
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Question  2; 

Is  it  the  Administration's  view  that  blatant  non-compliance  on 
the  part  of  a  welfare  recipient  constitutes  a  presumption  of 
neglect? 

Answer; 

No,  it  will  not  constitute  a  presumption  of  neglect.   Grounds  for 
neglect  are  based  on  state  laws.   It  is  not  the  loss  of  AFDC  that 
would  be  the  basis  of  neglect  but  rather  whether  the  parent  has 
not  provided  adequate  shelter,  clothing,  and  food. 

Question  3; 

In  instances  in  which  the  child  protective  services  intervene 
with  family  in  which  the  welfare  recipient  is  non-compliant,  what 
will  the  agency  personnel  be  authorized  to  do? 

Ans' 


Any  intervention  by  the  child  protective  services  (CPS)  system 
would  have  to  be  based  on  the  state's  child  abuse  and  neglect 
laws.   Protective  service  agencies  generally  are  authorized  under 
state  laws  to  determine  if  a  parent  is  not  providing  adequate 
shelter,  clothing,  and  food,  which  might  occur  if  a  parent  has 
been  removed  from  the  AFDC  or  Work  Programs.   If  the  CPS  Agency 
determines  that  a  child  is  being  neglected  it  can  request  court 
intervention  to  protect  the  child. 


Question  4; 

Will  state  child  protective  services  have  the  authority  or 
latitude  to  determine  that  a  non-compliant  welfare  recipient's 
loss  of  the  family's  AFDC  benefit  constitutes  grounds  upon  which 
the  children  could  be  removed  from  the  home? 

Answer; 

Child  protective  services  agencies  have  whatever  latitude  their 
own  state  laws  provide.   If  the  behavior  of  a  parent  is  such  that 
the  state  determines  that  there  are  grounds  for  removal  of  a 
child,  then  this  may  occur.   However,  being  in  non-compliance  and 
loss  of  AFDC  would  not  under  current  state  laws,  be  a  basis  for 
removal.   Rather,  it  would  be  the  failure  of  a  parent  to  provide 
adequate  shelter,  clothing,  or  food,  or  other  parental  actions 
such  as  physical  abuse  or  failure  to  exercise  parental 
responsibility  as  a  result  of  substance  abuse,  that  would  be  the 
basis  for  removal.   Any  such  removal  would  have  to  be  authorized 
by  a  court. 
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Question  5; 

In  Illinois  we've  seen  mothers  have  to  quit  their  hard-won  jobs 
and  return  to  welfare  when  their  one  year  of  transitional  child 
care  (TCC)  ran  out.   How  does  the  Administration  plan  to  address 
child  care  needs  so  that  families  who  succeed  in  leaving  welfare 
will  be  able  to  stay  off  welfare  in  the  future? 

Answer: 

Our  proposal  provides  substantial  increases  in  funding  for  low 
income  working  families  through  the  Title  IVA  At-Risk  Child  Care 
program.   It  also  guarantees  child  care  service  for  JOBS  and  WORK 
participants,  as  well  as  the  one-year  of  transitional  child  care 
(TCC)  you  mentioned. 

The  At-Risk  program  is  a  major  source  of  funding  for  child  care 
for  low  income  working  families.   We  propose  to  increase  federal 
funding  for  the  program  by  $1.6  billion  in  fiscal  years  1996 
through  1999.   By  FY  1999,  $1  billion  in  Federal  funds  would  be 
available  for  the  At-Risk  Child  Care  program,  compared  to  the 
$300  million  in  Federal  funds  now  available. 

The  Administration  has  proposed  other  steps  to  improve  access  to 
child  care  services  by  former  recipients.   For  example,  our 
proposal  1)  increases  the  Federal  matching  rate  for  At-Risk 
expenditures;  2)  specifies  that  At-Risk  funds  cannot  be  used  for 
families  that  are  eligible  for  the  other  title  IV-A  programs;  and 
3)  allows  for  reallocation  of  unused  At-Risk  funds  to  States  that 
are  above  their  caps.   The  on-going  expansion  of  Head  Start  will 
also  provide  critical  assistance  to  low  income  working  families. 

Question  6; 

Do  you  project  the  proposed  funding  level  for  title  IV-A  "At- 
Risk"  and  the  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant  will  meet 
the  needs  of  families  leaving  welfare? 


The  needs  of  many  families  leaving  welfare  are  met  through  the 
Transitional  Child  Care  program  (TCC)  rather  than  the  "At-Risk" 
or  CCDBG  programs.   The  budget  for  our  proposal  includes  the 
additional  Federal  funds  necessary  to  increase  the  Federal 
matching  rate  for  TCC  (and  other  IV-A)  expenditures  and  to 
provide  12  months  of  child  care  benefits  for  the  growing  number 
of  families  expected  to  be  leaving  welfare. 

The  Administration  did  request  a  22  percent  increase  in  funding 
for  the  CCDBG  in  1995.   However,  it  has  not  proposed  any 
increases  to  this  program  as  part  of  its  welfare  reform  proposal. 
It  will  consider  such  changes  in  the  context  of  the  upcoming 
CCDBG  reauthorization. 
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The  proposed  funding  increases  for  the  "At-Risk"  program  are 
intended  to  serve  former  recipients  who  are  not  eligible  for  TCC, 
including  those  who  have  exhausted  their  12  months  of 
eligibility,  as  well  as  other  low-income  working  families.   The 
funding  is  not  sufficient  to  guarantee  child  care  to  all  such 
families,  but  it  does  provide  a  major  increase  in  support  for 
them.   Unfortunately,  we  do  not  have  adequate  information  on  the 
needs,  utilization,  and  access  of  low-income  fcunilies  to  child 
care  to  make  sound  estimates  of  the  total  need. 

Question  7 ; 

We  appreciate  the  concern  the  Clinton  Administration  has 
expressed  about  the  financial  strains  on  cities.   With  this  in 
mind,  how  does  the  Administration  propose  to  avoid  placing  cities 
in  further  financial  bind  if  Federal  monies  for  low-income 
programs  are  reduced  to  finance  welfare  reform? 

Answer: 

In  developing  our  welfare  reform  plan,  we  have  tried  to  teike  into 
account  the  fiscal  status  of  cities,  and  to  make  our  financing 
mechanisms  as  fair  to  States  and  local  areas  as  possible.   We  are 
asking  sponsors  of  immigrants  to  do  more,  we  are  targeting 
programs  better,  and  we  are  ensuring  that  the  Emergency 
Assistance  program  is  used  as  intended.   Our  financing  package  is 
tough,  but  balanced.   We  all  know  that  difficult  choices  have  to 
be  made  in  the  current  budget  situation. 

Furthermore,  our  welfare  reform  plan  changes  the  match  rate  and 
will  provide  significant  new  monies  to  States  and  local  areas  for 
JOBS,  the  new  WORK  program  and  child  care.  Illinois,  for  example, 
will  get  a  40  percent  increase  in  Federal  JOBS  funding  in  FY  1999 
if  it  simply  maintains  its  current  level  of  1994  funding  or  up  to 
184  percent  more  if  it  increases  its  JOBS  spending  above  current 
levels  and  draws  down  all  available  Federal  dollars  in  FY  1999. 

From  the  standpoint  of  cities,  we  also  believe  that  welfare 
reform  represents  a  tremendous  investment  in  the  education, 
training  and  child  care  needs  of  low  income  city  residents.   As 
these  individuals  move  from  welfare  to  work,  they  will  contribute 
to  the  economic  well-being  of  the  cities. 

Question  8; 

Are  there  alternative  sources  of  revenue  for  welfare  reform  that 
would  not  endanger  existing  programs  for  the  poor  and  disabled? 


The  Administration's  welfare  reform  financing  plan  does  not 
endanger  programs  for  the  poor  and  disabled.   Our  plan  would 
modify  the  existing  "deeming"  rules  that  apply  to  sponsored  legal 
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immigrants  in  the  SSI,  AFDC,  and  Food  Stamp  programs.   During 
this  deeming  period,  a  portion  of  a  sponsor's  income  and 
resources  is  deemed  to  be  available  to  the  immigrant  when 
determining  whether  the  immigrant  is  eligible  for  welfare 
benefits.    Deeming  does  not  apply  to  immigrants  who  become  blind 
or  disabled;  who  do  not  have  sponsors  (e.g.,  employment-based 
immigrants);  or  who  are  refugees. 

Deeming  does  not  prevent  a  sponsored  immigrant  from  being 
eligible  for  benefits,  provided  the  sponsor  has  low  income  and 
resources  and  the  immigrant  meets  other  eligibility  criteria. 
Our  plan  does  not  abandon  needy  people.   Needy  immigrants  whose 
sponsors  are  poor  and  cannot  support  them,  as  well  as  needy 
immigrants  who  become  disabled,  would  be  eligible  as  they  are  now 
for  benefits  under  the  Administration's  plan. 

Another  part  of  our  revenue  package  caps  the  Emergency  Assistance 
(EA)  program  and  provides  inflation  adjustments  in  future  years. 
States  have  increasingly  used  this  program  to  finance  a  range  of 
programs  that  were  previously  paid  entirely  with  State  funds  and 
unrelated  to  emergency  needs.   Few  new  services  have  been 
provided  to  the  poor.    Our  proposal  does  not  cut  EA  funds,  but 
it  encourages  States  to  target  these  funds  for  true  emergency 
services  and  needs. 

Question  9; 

In  proposing  to  eliminate  the  current  exemption  from  JOBS  Program 
participation  for  mothers  of  infants  and  toddlers  age  1  to  3,  was 
there  consultation  with  child  development  experts  and 
consideration  of  the  lack  of  infant  care  programs? 

Answer; 

We  consulted  with  a  wide  range  of  people  during  the  preparation 
of  our  welfare  reform  proposal  including  parents,  providers, 
experts,  state  and  local  officials  and  many  others  throughout  the 
country.  We  certainly  are  concerned  about  the  adequacy  of  the 
supply  of  child  care  for  younger  children.  For  this  reason  our 
proposal  includes  a  specific  set-aside  for  quality  and  for 
increasing  the  supply  of  care  for  infants  and  toddlers.   It  also 
includes  additional  funds  for  licensing  and  monitoring  and 
provisions  to  help  protect  the  health  and  safety  of  young 
children,  including  an  immunization  requirement. 

Question  10; 

I  understand  that  the  Administration  has  allowed  a  state  option 
to  implement  new  baby  penalties,  also  known  as  family  caps.   Do 
you  have  any  projections  of  how  many  states  might  enact  such 
laws,  and  what  the  impact  of  further  impoverishing  newborns  might 
be? 
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Answer ; 

By  making  the  family  cap  a  state  option,  the  Administration  is 
upholding  its  commitment  to  allow  States  to  experiment  with 
various  welfare  strategies.   AFDC  is  a  joint  Federal/State 
program.   States  are  given  virtually  complete  discretion  over  how 
high  to  set  their  benefit  levels.   Our  plan  gives  new  flexibility 
in  several  areas:  income  disregards,  two-parent  rules,  and  family 
caps. 

While  a  State  would  be  allowed  to  limit  the  increase,  children 
subject  to  this  provision  are  still  part  of  the  AFDC  family  unit 
and  remain  eligible  for  all  services  including  Medicaid.   States 
taking  this  option  will  be  required  to  allow  families  to  "earn 
back"  the  amount  of  the  sanction  through  disregarded  income  from 
earnings  or  child  support.  In  this  way,  parents  will  be  given  the 
ability  to  act  responsibly  and  provide  support  for  their 
children. 

We  are  not  able  to  say  with  certainty  how  many  States  might  enact 
such  laws.   Several  States  are  in  the  process  of  enacting  similar 
policies  through  the  use  of  waivers,  and  several  others  have 
expressed  an  interest  in  this  policy,  while  others  have 
explicitly  rejected  such  a  plan.   Based  on  this  information,  our 
estimates  assume  that  States  with  25  percent  of  the  AFDC  caseload 
will  adopt  this  policy. 

Question  11; 

The  decimation  of  general  assistance  programs  for  impoverished 
persons  without  children  in  Illinois  and  across  the  country  has 
rendered  an  already  suffering  population  destitute  and  unable  to 
access  federal  training  programs  such  as  JTPA.   Is  the  adminis- 
tration open  to  adding  provisions  to  the  plan  to  provide  aid  for 
these  individuals  so  that  they  may  better  their  situation. 

Answer; 

We  do  not  have  any  plans  to  address  the  problems  of  poor 
childless  individuals  through  our  proposed  legislation,  the  Work 
and  Responsibility  Act.   Our  proposal  focuses  on  poor  families 
with  children  and  we  believe  this  is  where  we  need  to  concentrate 
this  welfare  reform  effort.   At  the  same  time,  we  share  your 
concern  over  impoverished  individuals  without  children. 
President  Clinton  recognizes  that  the  social  and  economic  forces 
influencing  the  poor  run  deeper  than  the  welfare  system. 

The  Administration  has  undertaken  many  closely  linked  initiatives 
designed  to  spur  economic  growth,  improve  education,  expand 
opportunity,  restore  public  safety,  and  rebuild  a  sense  of 
community.   These  efforts  will  help  all  poor  Americans  both  those 
with  and  without  children.   Health  care  reform  plan  is,  of 
course,  critical.   Providing  health  security  will  reinforce  work 
and  help  all  poor  people  move  from  dependence  to  independence. 

Further,  the  newly  expanded  EITC  will  ~  for  the  first  time  ~ 
provide  some  support  to  low-income  childless  workers.   Other 
Administration  initiatives  will  also  help  these  individuals. 
These  include  the  Reemployment  Act;  Empowerment  zones  and 
enterprise  community  initiatives  which  will  aid  regions  by 
combining  tax  incentives  with  relevant  social  services  and 
economic  development  programs;  the  President's  crime  bill,  which 
aids  youth  in  disadvantaged  neighborhoods  and  increases  funding 
for  community  policing  and  violence  prevention;  and  macroeconomic 
policies  which  have  resulted  in  low  interest  rates,  3  percent 
economic  growth  and  lower  unemployment. 
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Questions  posed  by  Mr.  Cardin,  House  Committee  on  Ways  and  Meass 
Hearing,  July  14,  1994. 

Question  1: 

I  am  an  advocate  of  performance-based  tests  for  state  compliance 
with  Federal  standards.   I  have  a  question,  however,  based  on  our 
experiences  in  Maryland.   How  do  we  establish  that  all  States  are 
employing  the  same  tests  and  checks  to  establish  their  perfor- 
mance rates?  Maryland  currently  has  a  very  tough  program  in 
place  checking  on  individuals'  participation  in  programs  and 
throws  many  people  into  "non-compliance"  categories.   It  is  my 
understanding  that  other  states  have  much  looser  checks — down  to 
"self -reporting"  by  recipients.   This  variation  would  seem  to 
penalize  States  doing  the  "best"  job.   How  do  we  establish  that 
one  State's  50%  is  every  other  State's  50%? 

Answer: 

The  Administration  is  committed  to  establishing  performance 
standards  for  the  transitional  support  system  and  has  proposed  a 
process  for  establishing  performance  standards  in  the  Work  and 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994.   We  recognize  that  collecting 
accurate,  uniform,  and  timely  data  will  be  key  to  the  integrity 
of  a  new  performance  standard  system.   Therefore,  as  part  of  our 
welfare  reform  proposal,  we  propose  to  expand  the  purpose  of  the 
AFDC  quality  control  (QC)  system  beyond  payment  accuracy  to 
measure  program  outcomes.   Also,  we  propose  that  States  without 
adequate  reporting  would  lose  their  eligibility  for  bonus 
payments  (for  high  levels  of  JOBS  participation) . 

As  we  develop  performance  measures  and  standards,  we  plan  to  have 
broad  consultation  with  interested  parties  including,  but  not 
limited  to.  Congress,  the  states,  other  federal  agencies,  and 
recipients. 

We  also  would  clarify  that,  under  the  current  JOBS  program, 
federal  policy  does  not  consider  self-reporting  to  be  adequate 
for  verifying  attendance  so  that  the  state  can  count  an 
individual  as  a  participant  in  determining  a  state's 
participation  rate. 

Question  2 ; 

In  judging  states'  success  in  placing  individuals  in  JOBS  — 
should  credit  be  given  when  the  job  is  taken,  or  should  it  be 
after  the  participant  has  worked  successfully  for  a  year  or  so? 
Experience  suggests  that  the  real  challenge  for  many  welfare 
recipients  is  in  holding  a  job,  rather  than  getting  it.   Setting 
the  test  out  a  year  would  ensure  that  states  social  service 
agencies  remain  involved  in  the  case  and  work  to  ensure  that  the 
first  car  breedcdown  or  sick  child  does  not  create  a  'failure'. 
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Answer : 

The  two  performance  measures  you  identify  —  the  overall  number 
of  placements  obtained  and  the  length  of  time  a  job  is  retained  - 
-  will  both  be  considered  as  potential  measures  of  a  program's 
performance.   The  Administration's  proposal  lays  out  a  time  frame 
and  process  for  the  development  and  then  implementation  of 
performance  measures  and  standards. 

One  purpose  for  this  process  is  to  assess  the  advantages  and 
disadvantages  of  each  potential  measure,  based  on  input  from 
states  and  other  agencies  and  in  consultation  with  experts.   As 
you  note,  there  are  possible  benefits  of  using  a  measure  like  job 
retention  rather  than  job  placements  to  measure  a  program's 
success.   Every  effort  will  be  made  to  select  measures  that  most 
accurately  reflect  the  goals  of  the  welfare  reform  proposal  and 
that  push  states  toward  effective  practices. 

Question  3; 

Would  your  proposal  allow  for  any  flexibility  in  performance 
standards  and  incentives  based  upon  state  or  local  unemployment 
rates?   We  are  all  aware  that  states  may  be  far  more  successful 
in  times  of  growing  economies  or  in  growing  suburban  areas  —  but 
the  same  programs  may  be  in  need  of  far  more  help  as  the  economy 
heads  into  a  recession  or  a  major  employer  closes  down  in  a  given 
community. 

Answer: 

A  key  element  of  the  Administration's  performance  standards 
system  will  be  to  develop  standards  that  are  fair  and  equitable 
across  states.   As  you  point  out,  different  state  and  local 
programs  operate  within  significantly  different  labor  markets  and 
under  economic  conditions  that  are  diverse  and,  at  times,  highly 
variable.   States  also  have  different  and  changing  welfare 
caseload  sizes,  demographics  and  other  local  factors  that  can 
exert  a  significant  influence  on  program  outcomes.   A  primary 
goal  in  the  process  of  developing  the  outcome-based  perfomaance 
standards  outlined  in  the  proposal  will  be  to  design  a  system 
that  promotes  flexibility  and  that  creaes  a  levels  playing  field 
across  states.   Methods  for  achieving  this  objective  will  be 
developed  and  assessed  during  this  process. 


Question  4; 

Your  proposal  allows  for  states  to  defer  5,  and  then  10%  of 
recipients  beyond  certain,  specifically-defined  exempt  groups. 
Later  in  your  discussion,  a  deferment  is  created  for  substance 
abusers,  am  I  correct  in  assuming  that  these  abusers  do  not  count 
against  the  5/10%? 
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Answer: 

Yes,  these  individuals  do  not  count  against  the  5/10%  cap  on 
additional  deferments  for  good  cause.   A  deferment  for  substance 
abuse  would  come  under  the  ill  or  incapacitated  deferral 

criteria. 

Question  5: 

Your  program  allows  for  deferments  from  the  JOBS/WORK  programs  if 
the  recipients  are  substance  abusers.   It  is  my  understanding 
that  at  states'  option  this  deferment  (and  the  continued  receipt 
of  benefits)  could  be  made  contingent  on  the  beneficiary 
participating  in  treatment  programs.   I  wonder  why  you  have  not 
required  that  participation  as  an  essential  'pre-JOBS'  activity? 

Answer: 

Under  the  Administration's  proposal,  recipients  in  the  phased-in 
group  are  required  to  participate  in  JOBS.   Deferrals  are  granted 
under  certain  circvimstances;  for  example,  if  a  substance  abuser 
has  a  problem  that  is  severe  enough  to  preclude  participation  in 
training  or  education,  the  individual  could  temporarily  be 
deferred  from  JOBS  participation  under  the  illness/ incapacity 
criteria. 

We  give  states  the  option  to  make  participation  in  treatment 
programs  a  requirement  for  substance  abusers  who  have  been 
deferred.   States  may  then  impose  sanctions  if  deferred 
individuals  fail  to  participate  in  treatment.   These  sanctions 
involve  removing  the  adult's  portion  of  the  AFDC  benefit  for  a 
period  of  months  that  increases  for  repeated  instances  of  non- 
compliance. 

We  chose  to  make  it  a  state  option  rather  than  a  requirement 
because  treatment  may  not  always  be  available,  and  states  might 
then  have  to  divert  resources  from  other  programs.   States  may 
provide  many  treatment  services  under  Medicaid. 

Question  6: 

Your  proposal  allows  States  to  implement  a  system  of  bonus- 
es/penalties based  upon  recipients'  success  in  getting  their 
children  to  attend  school.   We  have  a  similar  program  in  Maryland 
that  has  seen  great  success,  so  I  commend  you  for  promoting  this 
option.   Our  Maryland  program  also  includes  a  contingency  based 
upon  children  being  properly  immunized  and  provided  'wellness' 
health  check-ups.   Would  you  support  similar  requirements  in  the 
national  program? 

Answer: 

We  have  approved  several  demonstration  programs  that  test  the 
impact  of  requiring  immunizations  or  wellness  check-ups,  where 
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failure  to  comply,  without  good  cause,  would  result  in  a  fiscal 
sanction.   We  believe  it  is  important  to  learn  how  such 
requirements  affect  outcomes,  such  as  immunization  rates  and 
sanction  rates,  before  mandating  them  or  giving  states  the  option 
to  implement  such  requirements. 

The  education  provisions  in  our  legislation  are  quite  different 
the  Maryland  demonstration.   Our  legislation  would  give  states 
the  option  to  use  monetary  incentives  combined  with  sanctions  as 
inducements  to  encourage  young  parents  to  remain  in  school  or  in 
GED  class.   This  option  is  similar  to  Ohio's  Learning,  Earning, 
and  Parenting  (LEAP)  program,  which  improved  the  daily  attendance 
of  high  school  students  and  reduced  their  drop-out  rates.   In 
contrast,  the  Maryland  demonstration  targets  not  only  teen  AFDC 
parents,  but  all  school-age  children.   Moreover,  it  does  not 
provide  incentives,  but  tests  the  impact  of  a  $25  per  month 
sanction  for  each  school-age  child  in  the  assistance  unit  who 
attends  school  less  than  80  percent  of  the  time  without  good 
cause.   We  will  closely  examine  the  findings  from  the  Maryland 
demonstration  and  other  state  demonstration  projects  to  see 
whether  further  reforms  of  the  welfare  system  in  this  area  are 
warranted. 

At  the  same  time,  we  would  like  to  point  out  that  our  bill  would 
promote  immunization  of  children  receiving  welfare  benefits  (and 
other  low-income  children)  by  requiring  immunization  of  all 
children  receiving  child  care  under  title  IV-A  child  care 
programs.   We  believe  this  provision  represents  a  significant 
step  forward  in  the  protection  of  children  from  communicable 
diseases. 

Question  7: 

A  successful  program  moving  significantly  larger  numbers  of 
welfare  recipients  into  private  workplaces  must  involve  and 
energize  the  business  community.   There  are  currently  federal 
programs  in  place,  like  the  TJTC,  that  create  incentives  for 
employers  to  hire  welfare  recipients.   Are  there  plans  to  move 
beyond  these  existing  programs  to  reach  out  to  the  business 
community  and  involve  them  in  this  reform  effort?   How  do  we 
convince  business  people  nationally  to  make  that  little  extra 
effort  to  reach  out  to  these  young  mothers? 

Answer; 

The  Administration  recognizes  that  we  must  aggressively  work  with 
business  groups  and  employers  to  ensure  their  active  participa- 
tion in  the  WORK  program.   In  developing  our  plan,  the  Presid- 
ent's Working  Group  on  Welfare  Reform,  Family  Support,  and 
Independence  sought  guidance  from  representatives  of  many 
businesses  and  private  sector  organizations.   One  of  their 
primary  recommendations  was  to  give  states  flexibility  in  this 
area,  and  thus,  under  our  proposal,  states  will  have  wide 
discretion  concerning  the  spending  of  WORK  program  funds. 
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The  Administration's  bill  allows  states  to  use  many  strategies  ;.•. 
get  the  business  community  involved.   The  agency  administering 
the  WORK  program  would  be  required  to  coordinate  delivery  of  WORK 
services  with  the  public,  private,  and  not-for-profit  sectors, 
including  large  and  small  businesses.   The  WORK  program  would 
require  each  local  area  in  the  state  to  provide  advice  and 
guidance  to  the  agency  administering  the  WORK  program  in  areas 
relating  to  the  identification  of  potential  WORK  positions  and 
opportunities  for  placing  WORK  participants  in  unsubsidized 
employment. 

States  can  pursue  a  wide  range  of  strategies  to  get  private 
employers  involved,  including  offering  wage  subsidies  and  other 
incentives,  executing  performance-based  contracts  to  place  WORK 
participants  in  unsubsidized  jobs,  and  supporting  microenterprise 
and  self -employment  efforts. 

Finally,  we  have  consulted  with  business  organizations  such  as 
National  Alliance  of  Business 's,  the  Chamber  of  Commerce,  and 
others  in  an  effort  to  gain  their  active  support  for  initiatives 
focused  on  welfare  recipients.   In  fact,  in  anticipation  of  our 
forthcoming  welfare  reform  efforts,  the  Administration  for 
Children  and  Families  sponsored  a  "The  National  Employment  Forum: 
From  Welfare  to  Work"  in  June.   The  centerpiece  of  the  Forum  was 
a  national  teleconference  from  Washington,  DC  to  11  major  cities 
across  the  country.   Using  the  latest  interactive  technology. 
Federal,  State,  and  local  welfare  employment  program  administra- 
tors engaged  in  a  discussion  with  a  representative  group  of 
American  employers.   The  panel  of  employers  provided  valuable 
information  on  how  to  connect  to  the  business  community.   They 
especially  stressed  the  importance  of  marketing  to  the  business 
community.   We  intend  to  build  on  this  effort  to  further  involve 
the  business  community  in  our  welfare  reform  efforts. 


PRESIDENT  CLD^ON'S  WELFARE  REFORM 
PROPOSAL,  H.R  4605,  THE  WORK  AND 
RESPONSIBILITY  ACT  OF  1994 


TUESDAY,  JULY  26,  1994 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  1:10  p.m.,  in  room 
B-318,  Raybum  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Harold  E.  Ford  (chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  committee  will  come  to  order. 

Hopefully,  we  can  have  everyone's  attention  as  we  start  the  first 
official  day  of  hearings  on  welfare  reform. 

I  would  like  to  welcome  you,  Dr.  Bane  and  Dr.  Ellwood,  and 
members  of  the  administration  and  the  task  force. 

Today,  the  experts  behind  President  Clinton's  bill  to  end  welfare 
as  we  know  it  have  agreed  to  walk  through  the  details  of  the  bill 
for  the  subcommittee. 

We  have  met  with  administration  officials  over  a  period  of  time 
and  discussed  the  proposal  that  is  being  presented  here  today,  the 
President's  welfare  reform  package. 

Two  weeks  ago,  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  Dr. 
Shalala,  appeared  before  the  full  committee  reaffirming  the  admin- 
istration's commitment  to  achieving  fundamental  reform  of  the  wel- 
fare system.  And  as  far  as  I  know,  no  member  of  this  committee 
expressed  satisfaction  with  the  status  quo.  On  the  need  for  welfare 
reform,  we  can  all  agree. 

Strong  support  also  exists  for  the  themes  of  work  and  parent  re- 
sponsibility embodied  in  the  President's  bill  and  for  the  administra- 
tion's goal  of  ensuring  the  bill  is  deficit-neutral. 

Now,  we  begin  to  explore  the  details  of  the  President's  plan  for 
welfare  reform.  I  fear  that  we  have  asked  Dr.  Bane  and  Dr. 
Ellwood  to  do  nearly  the  impossible,  to  explain  and  let  us  digest 
what  is  in  the  President's  welfare  package.  Undoubtedly,  it  will  put 
to  the  test  their  well  honed  teaching  skills  that  we  have  witnessed 
over  many,  many  years  in  the  area  of  poverty  and  welfare. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  Dr.  Bane  and  Dr.  Ellwood  will  dis- 
cuss each  of  the  four  major  parts  of  the  bill,  and  then  after  their 
presentation,  entertain  questions  before  proceeding  to  the  next 
major  part  of  the  bill.  The  staff  has  worked  with  Dr.  Bane  and  Dr. 
Ellwood  in  trying  to  draw  up  a  schedule  as  to  how  we  will  walk 
through  this  particular  bill  with  the  members  of  the  committee. 
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I  would  like  to  remind  members  that  I  will  try  to  get  through  the 
entire  bill  with  the  administration.  As  you  know,  we  had  scheduled 
this  subcommittee's  session  for  earlier  today,  but  due  to  the  joint 
session  in  the  Congress,  we  had  to  postpone  it.  There  might  be 
some  other  interruptions  in  the  sessions  before  Friday,  I  would  like 
to  let  the  Members  know,  because  there  are  some  other  things  that 
we  might  have  to  take  up  other  than  welfare.  Therefore,  the  full 
committee  might  need  some  of  these  days  of  business  for  the  full 
committee  itself. 

Members  may  want  to  reserve  some  of  their  more  detailed  ques- 
tions to  submit  in  writing  to  the  administration  if  we  get  into  areas 
that  we  think  we  are  going  to  spend  a  long  time  trying  to  discuss. 
Maybe  the  administration  would  like  to  have  ample  time  to  re- 
spond back  to  more  of  the  detailed  questions  that  will  be  brought 
before  the  committee. 

Dr.  Bane  and  Dr.  Ellwood,  thank  you  for  agreeing  to  appear  here 
today.  I  certainly  reserve  many  of  my  opening  remarks  because  I 
know  we  are  running  late.  We  have  missed  the  first  2  hours  of  this 
session  earlier  today. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  yield  to  the  ranking  minority  mem- 
ber of  this  committee,  Mr.  Santorum,  for  any  opening  statements, 
and  will  yield  to  any  other  member  who  would  like  to  have  an 
opening  statement  at  this  time. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And  for  the  purposes  of  time,  I  will  be  brief.  But  I  do  want  to 
say  that  now  that  we  are  going  down  to  the  nitty-gritty  here,  that 
we  are  getting  to  use  these  hearings,  the  Republicans  are  going  to 
use  these  hearings  not  to  play  partisan  politics  but  to  truly  under- 
stand what  the  administration  proposal  is. 

We  do  have  a  lot  of  questions  because  we  simply  don't  have  a  lot 
of  answers  after  having  read  the  bill.  And  I  think  we  want  to  be 
constructive  and  we  would  like  to  move  this  process  forward. 

I  will  be  asking  the  Chairman  as  to  what  the  timing  is  in  trying 
to  move  this  bill  to  the  floor.  But  I  hope  that  we  can  have  this 
hearing  in  a  constructive  fashion  knowing  that  we  have  very  seri- 
ous concerns  about  certain  aspects  of  the  President's  bill,  including 
the  work  program,  and  concerns  about  some  of  the  out-of-wedlock 
birth  issues  that  we  don't  feel  were  adequately  addressed. 

Supplemental  security  income  is  obviously  a  very  important  issue 
for  us  and  one  that  we  have  concerns  about  to  the  degree  to  which 
our  committee  has  addressed  the  issues  that  we  brought  forward 
at  the  full  committee  level,  as  well  as  SSI  bills  that  we  have  intro- 
duced on  this  side  of  the  aisle. 

I  hope  that  we  can  be  constructive,  and  I  assure  you  that  we  are 
willing  and  anxious  to  work  together  to  try  to  come  up  with  a  bill 
that  is  a  meaningful  reform  of  the  welfare  system. 

I  do  have  some  questions  for  the  Chairman.  We  are  scheduled  to 
have  hearings  this  week  through  Friday.  I  see  that  there  was  no 
hearing  called,  for  example,  on  the  issue  of  work.  I  suspect  that  we 
will  have  a  panel  or  panels  to  discuss  that. 

Do  we  have  any  dates  as  to  when  we  would  have  further  hear- 
ings or  are  we  scheduled  to  have  more  hearings? 
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Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Santorum,  we  are  requesting  from  the  full 
committee  chairman  that  for  the  week  of  August  8,  some  dates  be 
released  from  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  Santorum.  For  hearings? 

Chairman  FoRD.  Yes.  I  have  not  made  that  request  because  we 
have  just  noticed  that  the  dates  are  available.  The  dates  will  have 
to  be  approved  by  Chairman  Gibbons  before  we  know  whether  or 
not  we  will  have  4  or  5  more  days  of  public  hearings. 

It  is  the  intent  of  this  committee  to  try  to  accommodate  the  more 
than  100  witnesses  who  have  already  indicated  to  this  subcommit- 
tee that  they  would  like  to  be  heard  on  this  issue  of  welfare  reform, 
and  we  are  going  to  try  to  accommodate  the  51  or  52  House  Mem- 
bers who  have  requested  to  testify.  In  order  to  accommodate  all  of 
the  advocacy  groups,  I  think  it  would  take  a  full  8  to  10  days  in 
public  hearings. 

There  will  be  four  public  hearings  this  week,  if  there  are  no 
interruptions  with  the  full  committee.  And  it  is  my  intent  to  re- 
quest from  the  full  committee  chairman  today  the  week  of  August 
8  for  4  or  5  days  for  public  hearings  on  this  issue. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  guess  the  most  obvious  question  that  follows 
from  that  is  if  we  are  going  to  take  another  5  or  6  or  whatever  days 
to  do  hearings,  we  quickly  run  out  of  days  in  August  to  do  a  mark- 
up and  get  this  bill  through  the  subcommittee  and  even  much  less 
through  the  full  committee. 

Do  we  have  a  schedule  as  to  when  we  may  proceed  with  markup? 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  unless  you  know  something  that  I  don't 
know,  I  am  not  sure  that  the  Congress  is  going  to  recess  the  week 
of  August  8  or  the  following  week.  We  want  to  be  prepared  to  move 
in  a  timely  fashion  to  report  a  bill. 

We  want  to  make  sure  that  this  committee  has  ample  time  to 
hear  from  witnesses  on  this  issue,  and  give  the  public  an  oppor- 
tunity to  digest  the  bill  and  to  inform  us  and  work  with  us  in  mak- 
ing sure  that  we  craft  a  new  welfare  policy  that  will  respond  to  the 
welfare  needs  of  this  country. 

So  I  am  saying  that  I  cannot  say  when  and  what  type  of  schedule 
we  will  be  on  for  a  markup  session,  but  I  can  assure  you  that  this 
subcommittee  will  be  prepared  after  we  complete  the  public  hear- 
ings and  hear  from  the  witnesses.  We  will  be  prepared  to  do  what- 
ever is  necessary  to  report  a  bill  from  this  committee  to  the  full 
committee.  Then,  I  think  it  would  be  in  the  hands  of  Chairman 
Gibbons  as  to  what  we  do  in  moving  a  bill. 

Mr.  Santorum.  You  anticipate  that  prior  to  the  break? 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  I  don't  want  to  say  what  I  anticipate,  be- 
cause I  can't  control  that,  because,  as  of  today,  we  are  not  privy 
to  whether  or  not  the  Chairman  will  release  the  dates  of  August 
8.  I  can't  say  what  we  anticipate  because,  regarding  the  August 
break,  we  don't  yet  know.  We  have  the  schedule,  but  we  have  not 
been  guided  by  a  schedule  in  the  past. 

I  think  we  have  a  lot  of  work  to  do  on  the  House  floor.  Certainly, 
if  we  are  here  and  if  the  leadership  in  the  House  wants  us  to  move 
a  bill  in  the  full  committee,  if  there  is  time  to  do  so,  I  am  sure  that 
we  will  be  prepared  on  this  committee  to  move  one  and  report  it 
to  the  full  committee. 
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Mr.  Santorum.  The  only  reason  I  ask  that  is  because  Chairman 
Gibbons  said  that  it  was  his  intent  to  try  to  move  a  bill  out  of  com- 
mittee prior  to  the  August  break  and  it  seems  that  the  schedule 
that  we  have  before  us  really  precludes  that  from  happening.  And 
I  just  wanted  to  know  if  there  was  any  other  reason  to  think  that 
would  occur? 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  we  can  only  proceed  with  the  dates  being 
released  by  the  full  committee  and  Chairman  Gibbons  is  the  one 
who  has  freed  this  week  up.  That  is  why  I  guess  the  Superfund  bill 
was  moved  from  Tuesday  to  Monday,  to  free  all  of  this  week  for  the 
witnesses  to  be  heard  at  these  hearings. 

We  will  certainly  abide  by  what  the  Chairman  wants  us  to  do. 
If  the  Chairman  would  like  to  release  dates  even  earlier,  I  do  have 
a  problem  next  week  for  a  couple  of  days  because  my  primary  is 
on  Thursday,  but  I  would  be  willing  to  work  any  of  the  other  days 
if  they  are  released.  We  can  only  go  with  the  dates  that  have  been 
released  by  the  full  committee  to  hold  the  public  hearings  here  in 
this  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Finally,  are  you  aware  of  any  action  being  taken 
by  the  Education  and  Labor  Committee  here  in  the  House  or  any 
action  anticipated  with  respect  to  these  bills  in  the  Senate? 

Chairman  Ford.  The  staff  has  informed  me  that  we  have  not 
heard  from  Education  and  Labor  at  all.  Senator  Moynihan,  I  un- 
derstand, has  indicated  that  he  would  like  to  move  a  bill  sometime 
this  year,  before  we  adjourn  this  Congress. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Education  and  Labor  does  have — this  bill  has 
been  jointly  referred  to  Education  and  Labor,  but  you  don't  know 
of  any  hearings  or 

Chairman  FORD.  I  don't  know  of  any  activity. 

The  staff  has  just  informed  me  that  we  don  t  know  of  any  activity 
on  Education  and  Labor  with  this  bill  at  this  time. 

Mr.  S.AJ^ORUM.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  don't  have  any  questions  or  comments.  I  would 
just  like  to  thank  Dr.  Bane,  Dr.  Ellwood  and  Bruce  Reed  and  Wen- 
dell Primus  and  others  who  are  here  for  their  participation  and  tes- 
timony. I  look  forward  to  it. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  guess  we  forgot  to  mention  that  Mr.  Primus 
is  a  former  member  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  staff  and 
has  been  a  great  asset  to  this  subcommittee  on  welfare  reform  and 
other  human  resource  issues  that  have  been  before  this  committee. 

Mr.  Shaw. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  would  like  to  join  with  my  colleague,  Mr.  Santorum  in  urging 
the  quick  hearings  and  a  compressed  schedule  so  we  can  get  along 
with  a  bill  on  genuine  welfare  reform.  The  only  problem  is  that  the 
phrase  "welfare  reform"  is  in  the  mind  of  the  beholder.  And  the 
question  is  to  what  extent  do  we  consider  the  administration's  wel- 
fare reform  and  to  what  extent  the  Democrats  consider  the  Repub- 
lican bill,  and  the  Matsui  bill,  and  the  various  other  bills  that  are 
dealing  with  welfare  reform. 

I  want  to  share  with  you  a  conversation  I  had  with  the  President 
in  Miami  a  week  ago  yesterday.  He  summoned  me  to  his  car  after 
the  speech  that  he  gave  and  he  asked  me  that  same  question;  if 
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I  thought  that  it  was  possible  to  get  welfare  reform  out  this  year 
before  Congress  adjourned?  I  advised  him  that  we  certainly  could. 
That  if  he  persuaded  the  leadership  that  is  what  he  wanted,  I  am 
sure  that  they  would  probably  oblige  in  making  that  happen. 

He  also  commented  that  he  would  like  to  make  this  bipartisan, 
at  which  time  I  advised  him  that  he  would  have  to  make  it  biparti- 
san because  the  Democrats  are  certainly  going  to  need,  as  they  did 
in  the  free  trade  agreement,  NAPTA,  that  they  certainly  are  going 
to  need  Republican  votes.  So  this  is,  I  think,  a  perfect  bill  in  whicn 
we  can  get  bipartisan  support. 

With  regard  to  where  we  are,  we  have  been  working  on  the  sub- 
ject on  the  Republican  side  for  the  last  3  years.  We  certainly  wel- 
come our  colleagues  on  the  Democratic  side  to  the  debate. 

We  have  been  having  a  very  strong  debate  within  our  partv  in 
developing  the  bill  that  we  now  have  163  cosponsors  on  and  which 
is  not  in  detail,  but  at  least  in  some  of  the  major  philosophy  is  not 
too  much  unlike  the  administration's  bill,  although  we  think  the 
administration's  bill  is  far  too  weak. 

It  is  something  that  I  think  is  desperately  needed.  It  is  some- 
thing that  we  can  go  forward  with.  I  can  certainly  feel  that  the 
Democrats  on  this  committee  and  in  the  Congress  are  a  quick 
enough  study  that  if  we  can  pass  a  health  reform  bill  with  the  ink 
still  wet  on  it,  we  can  certainly  in  the  next  few  weeks  that  are  out 
there  for  us,  we  can  certainly  work  together  to  craft  a  bill.  It  is  just 
a  question  of  what  the  resolve  is  and  whether  or  not  the  leadership 
really  considers  this  to  be  a  crisis. 

We  on  the  Republican  side  do  consider  it  a  crisis,  and  you  will 
find  that  I  think  to  each  member  on  this  side  of  the  aisle  on  this 
subcommittee,  and  on  the  full  committee,  complete  cooperation  in 
trying  to  complete  our  work.  I  believe  that  all  the  Republican  mem- 
bers on  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  are  cosponsors  of  the  Re- 
publican bill.  I  think  I  am  correct  on  that.  So  I  think  you  will  find 
us  very  eager  participants  in  order  to  try  to  work  the  Congress' 
will. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Camp,  before  you  start,  the  staff  has  just  passed  to  me  a 
note  saying  that  the  Education  and  Labor  Committee  announced 
today  that  on  August  2  they  will  start  their  public  hearings  on  wel- 
fare reform. 

Mr.  Camp. 

Mr.  Camp.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  appreciate  Drs.  Bane  and  Ellwood  testifying  today.  With  more 
than  one  of  every  eight  children  being  raised  on  some  form  of  gov- 
ernment welfare  through  AFDC,  it  is  time  that  we  focus  on  reform 
with  action  and  not  just  words. 

We  probably  can  all  agree  that  the  current  welfare  system  is 
filled  with  problems.  We  believe  the  system  does  not  encourage  re- 
sponsibility but  fosters  dependence  on  welfare  itself. 

Millions  of  taxpayers'  dollars  are  being  spent  on  welfare  as  we 
know  it,  and  the  answer  is  clear;  work  requirements  in  order  for 
recipients  to  receive  benefits.  And  by  requiring  people  to  work,  we 
are  encouraging  greater  economic  freedom  and  self-sufficiency.  We 
can  make  welfare  a  second  chance,  but  we  must  not  allow  it  to  re- 
main a  way  of  life. 
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The  Clinton  plan  does  not  have  strong  work  requirements.  The 
administration's  decision  to  exempt  anyone  23  or  older  currently  on 
AFDC  allows  about  80  percent  of  welmre  recipients  to  avoid  work. 

Requiring  welfare  recipients  to  work  for  benefits  is  crucial  to  re- 
forming our  welfare  system.  I  believe  the  Clinton  plan  fails  to  place 
this  responsibility  directly  on  those  receiving  benefits. 

Therefore,  I  will  look  forward  to  the  discussion  today,  and  in  par- 
ticular the  administration's  comments  concerning  their  proposal.  It 
is  my  hope  we  can  work  together  to  create  effective  legislation  that 
can  help  Americans  get  back  on  their  feet  and  working  again. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

We  are  going  to  turn  to  the  witnesses  to  give  us  a  walk  through 
of  the  administration's  bill,  H.R.  4605,  the  Work  and  Responsibility 
Act  of  1994.  We  are  going  to  have  a  walk  through  by  Dr.  Bane  and 
Dr.  Ellwood. 

Part  one  will  be  the  introduction  by  Dr.  Mary  Jo  Bane.  Dr. 
Ellwood  will  discuss  "jobs  and  time  limits,"  title  I;  "work,"  title  II; 
and  "waivers,"  title  II.  Then  we  will  go  to  "make  work  pay,"  title 
III,  by  Dr.  Mary  Jo  Bane,  along  with  "child  care  and  the  earned 
income  tax  credits";  along  with  "income  disregards,"  title  VII. 

And  at  this  time  the  committee  will  recognize  Dr.  Bane. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  MARY  JO  BANE,  PH.D.,  ASSISTANT 
SECRETARY  FOR  CHILDREN  AND  FAMILIES,  AND  HON. 
DAVID  T.  ELLWOOD,  PH.D.,  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR 
PLANNING  AND  EVALUATION,  U.S.  DEPARTMENT  OF 
HEALTH  AND  HUMAN  SERVICES,  ACCOMPANIED  BY: 
WENDELL  PRIMUS,  DEPUTY  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR 
PLANNING  AND  EVALUATION;  MICHAEL  WALD,  DEPUTY 
GENERAL  COUNSEL;  AND  PAUL  LEGLER,  ATTORNEY 
ADVISER  TO  THE  ASSISTANT  SECRETARY  FOR  PLANNING 
AND  EVALUATION 

Ms.  Bane.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  sub- 
committee. David  Ellwood  and  I  are  delighted  to  be  here  this  after- 
noon to  have  a  chance  to  explain  to  you  the  Work  and  Responsibil- 
ity Act  of  1994. 

With  us  are  Wendell  Primus,  Deputy  Assistant  Secretary  for 
Planning  and  Evaluation,  who  you  know,  and  Michael  Wald,  Dep- 
uty General  Counsel  in  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services. 

Chairman  FoRD.  His  last  name  again. 

Ms.  Bane.  Wald.  W-A-L-D. 

This  bill  is,  indeed,  about  work  and  responsibility,  as  its  title 
says.  It  is  about  getting  the  values  straight  in  the  welfare  system. 
It  is  about  speaking  to  the  frustrations  of  welfare  recipients  who 
find  themselves  frustrated  by  a  system  that  seems  to  make  it  hard 
for  them  to  behave  responsibly  toward  their  children — to  go  to 
work  and  support  their  families.  It  is  about  speaking  to  the  frustra- 
tions of  taxpayers  who  see  a  welfare  system  that  doesn't  seem  to 
be  sending  the  right  messages  about  supporting  children,  about 
being  a  responsible  parent  and  about  work. 

This  bill  is  trying  in  a  comprehensive  way  to  send  a  consistent 
set  of  signals  about  the  values  that  we  all  share,  the  values  of  work 
and  responsibility  and  family  and  opportunity. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  we  are  going  to  be  walking  through  the  segments 
of  the  bill  in  four  pieces.  As  we  do  so,  though,  we  hope  we  can  try 
to  make  clear  how  the  various  pieces  of  the  legislation  work  to- 
gether to  reinforce  these  important  values. 

First  of  all,  the  value  of  work.  The  bill  provides  for  an  enhanced 
program  of  education,  training  and  placement  services,  integrates 
with  mainstream  programs  with  tough  sanctions  for  noncoop- 
eration,  starting  with  job  search,  and  with  strong  signals  about  the 
necessity  to  move  into  work  as  quickly  as  possible. 

The  bill  proposes  a  2-year  time  limit  on  the  receipt  of  assistance 
that  is  not  accompanied  by  work,  to  send  a  message  that  AFDC  is 
indeed  a  transitional  system  followed  by  work. 

Work,  not  welfare  after  2  years,  is  the  message,  and  work  will 
be  provided  through  a  flexible  program  in  which  the  States  will  be 
able  to  subsidize  private  sector  employment.  They  will  be  able  to 
create  community  or  public  sector  jobs  to  ensure  that  work  oppor- 
tunities are  available  to  enable  recipients  to  support  their  families. 

And  the  bill  also  contains  support  for  working  families  to  make 
sure  that  we  encourage  and  reward  movements  into  unsubsidized 
work.  It  provides  help  with  child  care.  It  provides  easier  ways  to 
get  the  earned  income  tax  credit.  It  provides  a  set  of  incentives  and 
programs  that  support  working  families. 

This  bill  is  about  the  value  of  responsibility.  It  is  about  parental 
responsibility.  And  that  means  the  responsibility  of  both  parents  to 
care  for  and  support  their  children. 

This  bill  contains  a  very  tough  set  of  child  support  enforcement 
provisions  that  we  think  are  very  important — in  other  words,  to  re- 
inforce that  message  and  to  provide  a  base  of  economic  support  for 
families  and  children.  This  bill  is  about  government  responsibility, 
too.  It  is  about  the  responsibility  of  government  to  do  its  part  in 
providing  services  and  jobs.  It  is  encouraged,  through  fimding  and 
sensible  phasein;  it  is  enforced  through  performance  standards.  We 
believe  that  government,  too,  like  recipients,  needs  to  bear  the  re- 
sponsibility to  genuinely  change  the  culture  of  the  welfare  system. 

And  this  bill  is  about  accountability  to  taxpayers.  About  account- 
ability to  taxpayers  through  automated  systems  to  reduce  fraud 
and  automated  systems  to  ensure  child  support,  and  tracking  re- 
cipients to  make  sure  that  they  are  abiding  by  the  rules. 

This  bill  is  also  about  reaching  the  next  generation.  It  is  about 
sending  a  clear  message  to  teen  parents,  both  boys  and  girls,  that 
having  a  child  is  a  serious  responsibility  for  which  serious  con- 
sequences follow.  Everything  that  is  in  the  brill  about  responsibility 
to  work,  about  responsibility  to  pay  child  support,  everything  that 
is  in  the  bill  is  about  reinforcing  the  value  of  parental  responsibil- 
ity. In  addition,  there  are  specific  provisions  and  programs  directed 
at  preventing  teen  pregnancy. 

Finally,  we  phase  in  the  new  system  by  starting  with  young  peo- 
ple. And  we  do  that  to  send  a  very  clear  message  to  young  people 
that  the  system  has  changed.  The  rules  have  changed.  Welfare  is 
different.  Welfare  is  a  transitional  program  followed  by  work. 

We  think  that  sending  that  message  to  young  people  first  is  the 
best  way  we  know  of  to  ensure  that  the  next  generation  doesn't  end 
up  in  the  same  circumstances  that  this  generation  did. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  we  will  be  walking  through  the  pieces  of  the  bill. 
There  are  10  separate  titles.  We  will  try  to  explain  how  they  fit  to- 
gether. 

We  want  to  emphasize  that  we  believe  this  is  a  comprehensive 
bill  and  an  integrated  bill.  It  is  about  work  and  responsibility.  It 
is  about  supports  for  working  families  to  complement  expectations 
that  welfare  recipients  will  indeed  become  wage  earners,  and  child 
support  enforcement  and  the  responsibilities  of  both  parents. 

And  it  is  about  prevention  initiatives  and  simplification,  coordi- 
nation, results-orientation  and  accountability  in  the  welfare  system 
itself. 

We  are  grateful  for  the  opportunity  to  explain  not  just  the  indi- 
vidual provisions  but  the  concepts  behind  it. 

And  at  this  point,  I  will  turn  to  David  to  take  you  through  the 
jobs  and  work  section. 

Chairman  Ford.  Dr.  Ellwood. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Thank  you. 

As  Mary  Jo  said,  this  bill  really  is  about  a  different  vision.  It  is 
a  vision  that  says  the  way  our  families  can  be  better  off  and  our 
children  can  be  better  off  is  by  a  system  focused  on  helping  people 
go  to  work,  and  when  they  go  to  work  making  sure  they  can  ade- 
quately support  their  families. 

I  would  like  to  talk  about  the  jobs  and  the  work  parts  of  the  pro- 
gram and  the  internal  welfare  system  changes.  And  start  by  ac- 
knowledging that  the  challenge  we  face  is  enormous.  For  60  years, 
we  have  been  in  the  wrong  business.  We  have  been  in  the  check- 
writing  business.  And  anyone  who  has  spent  a  little  time  with  wel- 
fare recipients  has  heard  them  talk  about  the  fi-ustration  and  the 
humiliation  and  the  stigma. 

We  started  to  change  it  with  the  Family  Support  Act  in  1988,  but 
in  our  many  visits  across  the  country  we  saw  that  we  had  just 
begun.  Only  in  a  few  places  were  we  in  the  business  of  changing 
the  fundamental  mission  on  welfare.  We  have  to  help  people  help 
themselves. 

And  how  are  we  going  to  do  that?  To  change  something  that  has 
been  in  the  wrong  business  for  60  years  is  going  to  be  such  an 
enormous  challenge  that  we  think  you  have  to  start  with  new 
ideas.  The  most  important  and  clear  message  is:  Real  supports,  but 
also  real  consequences. 

The  three  key  messages  you  would  say  are,  first,  that  welfare 
really  is  transitional.  The  system  should  make  it  clear  that  ulti- 
mately people  are  expected  to  work. 

Second,  that  people  who  are  willing  to  help  themselves  will  be 
given  additional  help  as  needed  so  that  they  can  realistically  take 
over  and  support  their  families. 

And  finally,  that  there  are  consequences  for  people  who  fail  or 
are  unwilling  to  help,  or  take  care  of  themselves,  or  go  to  work  and 
the  like. 

We  have  to  try  and  send  these  clear  messages  in  a  context  where 
we  recognize  the  considerable  diversity  and  the  complexity  of  the 
lives  of  low-income  families  in  the  various  parts  of  the  country. 

Let  me  give  one  quick  example,  and  then  I  will  go  selectively 
through  the  specifics.  Before  1988,  let's  say  you  were  a  22-year-old 
and  you  came  on  welfare,  with  a  1-year-old  child,  you  could  essen- 
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tially  stay  on  welfare  until  that  child  turned  18  and  sometimes  21. 
If  you  had  an  additional  child,  you  could  stay  on  until  that  child 
turned  18. 

And  if  you  tried  to  go  to  work,  and  if  you  tried  to  mix  work  and 
welfare,  you  would  find  yourself  worse  off.  You  often  made  enough 
to  lose  your  medical  benefits  but  not  enough  to  support  yourself 

In  1988  we  tried  to  change  that.  And  in  principle  we  did — once 
your  child  turns  3,  you  are  expected  to  participate  in  a  JOBS  pro- 
gram. But,  unfortunately,  the  participation  rate  is  only  15  percent. 
That  is  all  that  is  expected;  60  percent  of  people  are  not  expected 
to  participate  at  any  one  time  because  they  have  been  exempted  by 
law  and  subject  to  deferments  and  the  like. 

So  for  the  vast  majority  of  people  on  welfare,  it  is  still  the  case 
that  they  come  in  the  door  and  for  a  long  time  there  is  no  expecta- 
tion that  people  will  move  from  welfare  to  work.  And  even  for  those 
that  are  given  this  support,  there  is  nothing  that  says  ultimately 
the  expectation  is  that  people  go  to  work. 

Our  bill  wants  to  take  that  21-year-old,  and  say  from  the  day  you 
walk  in  the  door,  we  are  going  to  have  a  clear  message  that  we 
want  you  to  move  from  welfare  to  work — employment.  And  we  are 
going  to  enhance  the  JOBS  program  much  the  same  way  Congress- 
man Matsui's  bill  talks  about,  as  well  as  the  Republican  bill,  to 
really  make  it  work  and  make  it  focus  on  moving  people  rapidly 
from  welfare  to  work. 

The  idea  is  that  they  move  as  quickly  as  possible.  But  if  at  the 
end  of  2  years  people  have  still  not  been  able  to  find  an 
unsubsidized  private  sector  job,  then  our  program  calls  for  the  end 
of  the  traditional  welfare  payment,  and  in  its  place  we  will  take  the 
money  to  create  a  subsidized  work  opportunity,  preferably  in  the 
private  sector.  One  that  pays  a  wage,  not  a  welfare  check.  You  are 
paid  for  the  hours  you  work. 

The  idea  of  this  system  is  to  be  highly  flexible,  to  recognize  the 
diversity  of  States  as  well  as  the  diversity  of  the  needs  of  individ- 
uals. 

I  would  like  to  now  talk  first  about  the  JOBS  program  and  then 
about  the  work  program.  And  so  what  I  would  like  to  propose  for 
the  committee  is  that  I  walk  through  in  exactly  the  order  that  is 
in  the  specifications  that  you  have  in  front  of  you — the  text  of  H.R. 
4605.  And  what  I  would  like  to  propose,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  it  is  all 
right  with  you,  is  that  I  focus  on  a  few  of  the  key  ones  rather  than 
do  every  single  detail,  and  then  the  committee  can  ask  questions. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  see  no  problem  with  that.  It  is  up  to  you  as 
to  how  you  want  to  walk  us  through  the  bill. 

[The  bill  follows:] 
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WORK  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  ACT 
OF  1994 


Introduction 


It  is  time  to  end  welfare  as  we  icnow  it  and  replace  it  with  a  system  that  is  based  on  work  and 
responsibility-a  system  that  will  help  people  help  themselves.  This  legislation  reinforces  the 
fundamental  values  of  work,  responsibility,  family,  and  community.  It  rewards  worjc^over  welfare. 
It  signals  that  people  should  not  have  children  until  they  are  ready  to  support  them,  and  that  parents- 
both  parents-who  bring  children  into  the  world  must  take  responsibility  for  supporting  them.  It  gives 
people  access  to  the  skills  they  need  and  expects  work  in  return.  Most  important,  it  will  give  people 
back  the  dignity  that  comes  from  work  and  mdependence.  The  cost  of  the  proposal  to  the  Federal 
Government  is  estimated  at  $9.3  billion  over  five  years  and  is  fully  offset,  primarily  through 
reductions  in  entitlements  and  without  new  tax  increases. 

The  "Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994"  will  rq)lace  welfare  with  work.  Under  this  legislation, 
welfare  will  be  about  a  paycheck,  not  a  welfare  check.  Our  approach  is  based  on  a  simple  compact 
designed  to  reinforce  and  reward  work.  Each  recipient  will  be  required  to  develop  a  personal 
employability  plan  designed  to  move  that  individual  into  the  workforce  as  quickly  as  possible. 
Support,  job  training,  and  child  care  will  be  provided  to  help  people  move  from  dependence  to 
independence.  Time  limits  will  ensure  that  anyone  who  can  work,  must  work-in  the  private  sector  if 
possible,  in  a  temporary  subsidized  job  if  necessary. 

This  legislation  includes  several  provisions  aimed  at  creating  a  new  culture  of  mutual  responsibility. 
It  includes  provisions  to  promote  parental  responsibility  and  ensure  that  both  parents  contribute  to 
their  children's  well-being.  This  legislation  establishes  the  toughest  child  support  enforcement 
program  ever.  It  recognizes  that  preventing  teen  pregnancy  and  out-of-wedlock  births  is  critical  part 
of  welfare  reform.  To  prevent  welfare  dependency,  teenagers  must  get  the  message  that  suying  in 
school,  postponing  pregnancy,  and  preparing  to  work  are  the  right  things  to  do.  The  legislation  also 
includes:  incentives  directly  tied  to  the  performance  of  the  welfare  office;  extensive  efforts  to  detect 
and  prevent  welfare  fraud;  sanctions  to  prevent  gaming  of  the  welfare  system;  and  a  broad  array  of 
incentives  that  States  can  use  to  encourage  responsible  behavior. 

The  'Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994"  proposes  dramatic  changes  in  our  welfare  system, 
changes  so  bold  that  they  cannot  be  accomplished  overnight.  We  phase  in  these  changes  by  focusing 
on  young  people,  to  send  a  clear  message  to  the  next  generation  that  we  are  ending  welfare  as  we 
know  it. 
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JOBS,  Time  Limits  and  WORK  [TiUe  i.  TiUe  U] 

Definition:  A  "subsidized  job"  is  defined  as  a  position  subsidized  under  either  the  JOBS  or  the 
WORK  program. 

JOBS  AND  Time  Limits 

1.  Effective  Date  and  Definition  op  Phased-in  Group 
Specifications 

(a)  The  effective  date  for  the  legislation  would  be  October  1,  1995.  States  could  petition  to  delay 
implementation  for  up  to  one  year  after  the  effective  date  (i.e.,  until,  at  the  latest,  October  1, 
1996)  for  circumstances  beyond  the  control  of  the  State  IV-A  agency  (e.g.,  no  meeting  of 
State  legislature  that  year).  States  would  be  required  to  have  the  program  implemented 
statewide  fm  each  political  subdivision  of  the  State  where  it  is  feasible  to  do  so)  within  two 
years  of  initial  implementation. 

(b)  The  phased-in  group  would  be  defined  as  custodial  parents,  including  minor  custodial  parents, 
who  were  bom  after  1971  (in  1972  or  later). 

(c)  States  would  have  the  option  to  define  the  phased-in  group  more  broadly  (e.g.,  custodial 
parents  bora  after  1969;  bora  after  1971  and  all  first-time  applicants),  provided  the  phased-in 
group  included  at  least  the  population  described  in  (b). 

(d)  States  would  be  required  to  apply  the  new  rules,  including  the  time  limit,  to  all  applicants  in 
the  phased-in  group  as  of  the  effective  date  of  the  legislation.  Recipients  (parents)  in  the 
phased-in  group  who  were  on  AFDC  prior  to  the  effective  date  would  be  subject  to  the  new 
rules,  including  the  time  limit,  as  of  their  first  redetermination  following  the  effeaive  date. 

2.  Program  Intake 

Current  Law 

The  Family  Support  Aa  requires  a  State  agency  to  make  an  initial  assessment  of  JOBS  participants 
with  respea  to  employ  ability,  skills,  prior  work  experience  and  educational,  child  care  and  supportive 
service  needs. 

Vision 

At  the  point  of  intake,  applicants  would  learn  of  their  specific  responsibilities  and  expeaations 
regarding  the  JOBS  program,  the  two-year  time  limit  and  its  relationship  to  JOBS  participation  and 
AFDC  benefits  not  conditioned  upon  work.  Each  applicant  would  now  be  required  to  enter  into  a 
personal  responsibility  agreement  with  the  State  agency  broadly  outlining  the  obligations  of  each 
party.  While  the  personal  responsibility  agreement  would  serve  as  a  general  accord,  the 
employability  plan  would  be  focused  on  the  specific  employment-related  needs  of  each  applicant. 


142 


pationale 

States  must  change  the  culture  of  the  welfare  system  by  changing  the  expeaaiions  of  both  the  recipient 
and  the  State  agency.  This  calls  for  modifying  the  mission  of  the  welfare  system  beginning  at  the 
point  of  intake  to  stress  employment  and  access  to  needed  services  rather  than  eligibility  and  benefit 
determination.  The  mutual  obligations  of  the  State  agency  and  the  participant  must  be  spelled  out  and 
enforced.  JOBS  programs  must  continue  to  link  clients  to  services  in  the  community. 

Specifications 

(a)  All  parents  and  other  caretaker  relatives  would  be  required  as  part  of  the  applica- 
tion/redetennination  process  to  sign  a  Personal  Responsibility  Agreement  with  the  State  IV-A 
agency.  The  Agreement  would  state  the  overall  goal  of  achieving  maximum  self-sufficiency 
and  would  describe  the  general  responsibilities  of  both  the  applicant  and  the  State  agency  (for 
the  applicant,  following  the  employability  plan;  for  the  State,  making  available  the  services  in 
the  plan).  Current  recipients  (parents),  if  they  bad  not  previously  signed  the  Agreement, 
would  be  required  to  sign  the  Agreement  as  part  af  the  redetermination  process.  The 
Personal  Responsibility  Agreement  for  persons  in  the  not-pbased-in  group  would  make  no 
reference  to  the  time  limit. 

(b)  The  Personal  Responsibility  Agreement  would  not  be  a  legal  conaact. 

(c)  The  State  IV-A  agency  would  be  required  to  orient  each  applicant  to  the  AFDC  program  by 
providing  information  about  the  AFDC  program,  which  would  include  (among  other  items) 
the  nature  and  applicability  of  the  two-year  time  limit,  the  JOBS  participation  requirement, 
the  services  provided  under  JOBS  and  the  availability  of  such  services  to  persons  not  in  the 
phased-in  group.  Each  applicant  in  the  phased-in  group  would  be  informed  of  the  number  of 
months  of  cash  assistance/JOBS  participation  for  which  he  or  she  was  eligible  (e.g.,  24  for 
first-time  applicants).  The  orientation  information  could  be  provided  as  part  of  the  eligibility 
determination  process  or  in  a  subsequent  one-on-one  or  group  orientation  session.  States 
would  be  required  to  provide  the  orientation  information  prior  to  or  as  part  of  the 
development  of  the  employability  plan.  The  information  would  be  imparted  in  the  recipient's 
primary  language  pursuant  to  Federal  law  and  regulation.  Child  care  would  be  available  as 
needed  to  enable  an  individual  to  receive  the  orientation  information  (as  under  45  CFR 
255.2). 

(d)  The  State  would  have  to  obtain  confinnation  in  writing  from  each  applicant  b  the  phased-in 
group  that  he  or  she  had  received  and  understood  the  requisite  orientation  information. 

(e)  Recipients  who  were  already  on  assistance  as  of  the  effective  date  of  the  legislation  would  be 
provided  with  the  requisite  orientation  information  at  the  earliest  possible  date  but  in  no  event 
later  than  at  the  development  or  revision  of  the  employability  plan  (see  below)  or  as  part  of 
the  redetermination  process,  whichever  came  first. 
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3.         Employ ABrLiTY  Plan 

Currgnt  Law 

On  the  basis  of  the  assessment  described  above,  the  State  agency  must  develop  an  employabUity  plan 
for  the  participant.  The  State  agency  may  require  participants  to  enter  into  a  formal  agreement  which 
specifies  the  participant's  obligations  under  the  program  and  the  activities  and  services  to  be  provided 
by  the  State  agency.    The  employabUity  plan  is  not  considered  a  contraa. 

Vision 

TTie  employabUity  plan  would  be  designed  so  as  to  help  individuals  secure  lasting  employment  as  soon 
as  possible.  EmployabUity  plans  could  be  for  less  than  24  months  and  may  include  assignment, 
through  JOBS,  to  work  programs  such  as  On-the-Job  Trmning.  Work  Supplementation  and  CWEP. 

gpecificati(?n? 

(a)  The  State  agency  would  be  required  to  complete  the  assessment  and  employabUity  plan  (for 
new  recipients)  within  90  days  from  the  earliest  date  for  which  payment  was  made.  For 
recipients  on  assistance  as  of  the  effective  date,  the  employability  plan  woilld  have  to  be 
developed  (or  revised,  if  such  a  plan  were  already  b  place)  within  90  days  of  the  date  the 
recipient  became  subject  to  the  time  limit  (i.e.,  within  90  days  of  the  redetermination;  see 
above). 

(b)  The  employability  plan  would  be  developed  jointly  by  the  State  agency  and  the  recipient.  In 
designing  the  employability  plan,  the  agency  and  the  recipient  would  consider,  among  other 
elements,  the  months  of  eligibility  (for  JOBS  participation/AFDC  benefits  not  contingent  upon 
work;  see  Definition  of  the  Time  Limit  below)  remaining  for  that  recipient  (if  that 
recipient  were  subject  to  the  time  limit). 

(c)  An  employability  plan  would  be  required  for  all  JOBS  participants,  including  those  not  in  the 
phased-in  group  (e.g.,  volunteers).  Employability  plans  would  also  be  developed,  when 
appropriate,  for  persons  who  were  deferred  from  JOBS  participation. 

(d)  The  employability  plan  for  persons  required  to  participate  in  JOBS  would  include  an  expected 
time  frame  for  achieving  self-sufficiency  and  the  activities  intended  to  assist  the  participant  in 
obtaining  employment  within  that  time  period.  The  time  frame  would,  in  the  case  of  many 
JOBS  participants,  be  shorter  than  24  months.  For  persons  who  were  deferred,  an 
employability  plan  could  detail  the  activities  needed  to  remove  the  obstacles  to  JOBS 
participation  (see  below). 

(e)  Amend  section  482(b)(1)(A)  by  adding  "literacy"  after  the  word  "skills." 

(0  The  State  agency  would  provide  that  if  the  recipient  and  the  State  agency  staff  member  or 
members  responsible  for  developing  the  employability  plan  could  not  reach  agreement  on  the 
plan,  a  supervisory  level  suff  member  or  other  Sute  agency  employee  trained  to  mediate 
these  disputes  would  intervene  to  provide  further  advocacy,  counseling  or  negotiation  support. 

(g)  To  resolve  disputes  (regarding  the  employability  plan)  not  settled  by  the  intervention  in  (f),  a 
State  could  elect  one  or  more  of  the  following  processes: 
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i.  Pennit  the  agency  to  esublish  an  internal  review  board  to  arbitrate  disputes. 

This   board    would    have   the   final    say.       The   Secretary    would    establish 
regulations  for  such  boards. 

u.  Permit  agencies  to  employ  mediation  using  trained  personnel,  rather  than 

arbitration,  to  resolve  the  dispute.    HHS  would  be  responsible  for  providing 
technical  assist^ce  to  States  that  wished  to  use  mediation. 

iii.  Allow  the  recipient  a  fair  hearing  contesting  whether  the  State  agency  had 
followed  the  esublished  process  for  developing  the  employability  plan.  A  fair 
bearing  could  be  the  exclusive  remedy  or  could  be  allowed  in  addition  to  the 
procedure  in  (i)  or  (ii). 

(h)  Persons  who  refused  to  sign  or  otherwise  agree  to  the  employability  plan  after  the  completion 
of  the  process  described  above  would  be  subject  to  sanction,  curable  by  agreeing  to  the  plan. 
In  the  event  of  an  adverse  ruling  at  a  fair  bearing  concerning  the  employability  plan,  the 
individual  would  not  have  the  right  to  a  second  fair  hearing  prior  to  imposition  of  die  sanction 
for  continued  refusal  to  agree  to  such  plan. 

4.         Deferrals 

Cyrr^nt  U^ 

States  must  require  non-exempt  AFDC  recipients  to  participate  in  the  JOBS  program  to  the  extent  that 
resources  are  available.  Exemptions  under  the  current  JOBS  program  are  for  those  recipients  who 
are  ill,  incapacitated,  or  of  advanced  age;  needed  in  the  home  because  of  the  illness  or  incapacity  of 
another  family  member;  ihe  caretaker  of  a  child  under  age  3  (or,  at  State  option,  under  age  1); 
employed  30  or  more  hours  per  week;  a  dependent  child  under  age  16  or  attending  an  educational 
program  full  time;  women  in  the  second  and  third  trimester  of  pregnancy;  and  residing  bi  an  area 
where  the  program  is  not  available.  The  parent  of  a  child  under  age  6  (but  older  than  the  age  for  an 
exemption)  who  is  personally  providing  care  for  the  child  may  be  required  to  participate  only  if 
participation  does  not  exceed  20  hours  per  week  and  necessary  child  care  is  guaranteed.  For  AFDC- 
UP  families,  the  exemption  due  to  the  age  of  a  child  may  be  applied  to  only  one  parent,  or  to  neither 
parent  if  child  care  is  guaranteed. 

Vision 

Under  the  new  provisions,  a  much  greater  percentage  of  AFDC  recipients  would  be  required  to 
participate  in  JOBS.  Single-parent  and  two-parent  families  would  be  treated  similarly  under  the  new 
JOBS  system.  Persons  not  yet  ready  for  participation  in  JOBS  would  be  deferred,  temporarily  in 
many  cases,  from  such  participation.  The  State  agency  would,  when  appropriate,  assist  such 
individuals  in  filing  for  Supplemental  Security  Income  (SSI)  or  Disability  Insurance  (DI).  Some  of  the 
criteria  for  deferral  are  based  on  current  regulations  concermng  exemptions,  but  in  a  number  of 
instances  the  definition  is  tightened  significantly. 

Rationale 

In  order  to  change  the  culture  of  welfare,  it  is  necessary  to  maximize  participation  in  the  JOBS 
program.  It  is  also  critical  to  ensure  that  all  welfare  recipients  who  are  able  to  participate  in  JOBS 
have  such  services  made  available  to  them  by  the  States.    The  deferral  policy  does,  however,  give 
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States  the  flexibility  to  consider  differences  in  the  ability  to  work  and  to  participate  in  education  and 
training  activities  in  determiiung  whether  to  require  an  individual  to  enter  the  JOBS  program. 

Specifications 

(a)  Adult  recipients  (see  Teen  Parents  below  for  treatment  of  minor  custodial  parents)  who  were 
not  able  to  work  or  participate  in  education  or  training  activities  (e.g.,  due  to  care  of  a 
disabled  child)  could  be  deferred  either  prior  to  or  after  entry  into  the  JOBS  program  (or  after 
entry  into  the  WORK  program;  see  WORK  specifications  below).  For  example,  if  an 
individual  became  seriously  ill  after  entering  the  JOBS  program,  he  or  she  would  then  be 
deferred. 

(b)  The  State  agency  would  be  required  to  make  an  Initial  determination  with  respect  to  deferral 
prior  to  or  as  part  of  the  development  of  the  employability  plan,  since  the  determination 
would  in  turn  affect  the  content  of  the  employability  plan.  A  recipient  who  was  required  to 
participate  in  JOBS  rather  than  deferred  could  request  a  fair  hearing  focusing  on  whether  the 
individual  meets  one  of  the  deferral  criteria  (see  below).  The  time  frame  for  completion  of 
the  employability  plan  (see  above)  would  be  waived  in  instances  of  a  dispute  concerning 
deferral  from  JOBS. 

(c)  Persons  who  were  deferred  from  JOBS  would  be  expected  when  possible  to  engage  in 
activities  intended  to  prepare  them  for  employment  and/or  the  JOBS  program.  An 
employability  plan  for  a  deferred  recipient  could  detail  the  steps,  such  as  referral  to  a 
vocational  rehabilitation  program  or  arranging  for  an  appropriate  day  care  or  school  setting 
for  a  child  with  a  disability,  needed  to  enable  the  adult  to  enter  the  JOBS  program  and/or  find 
employment. 

Recipients  not  likely  to  ever  participate  in  the  JOBS  program  (e.g..  those  of  advanced  age) 
would  not  be  expeaed  to  engage  in  activities  to  prepare  for  JOBS  participation.  An 
employability  plan  for  such  a  person  might  include  steps  intended  to,  for  example,  improve 
the  family's  health  status  or  bousing  situation.  For  individuals  who  were  expeaed  to  enter 
the  JOBS  program  shortly  (e.g.,  mothers  of  young  children),  services  could  be  provided  to 
address  any  outstanding  barriers  to  successful  participation  in  JOBS  (e.g.,  arranging  for  child 
care). 

(d)  States  could  provide  program  services  to  deferred  individuals,  using  JOBS  funds,  but  would 
not  be  required  to  do  so.  Likewise,  Sutes  could  provide  child  care  or  other  supportive 
services  to  persons  who  were  deferred,  but  would  not  be  required  to  do  so-there  would  be  no 
child  care  guarantee  for  individuals  in  the  deferred  status.  Persons  who  were  deferred  would 
not  be  subjea  to  sanction  for  failure  to  participate  in  activities.  In  other  words,  in  order  to 
actually  require  an  individual  to  participate  in  an  activity,  a  State  would  have  to  classify  the 
individual  as  JOBS-mandatory  (except  with  respect  to  participation  in  substance  abuse 
treatment;  see  SimsTANCE  Abuse  and  Deferral  from  JOBS  or  WORK  below). 

(e)  Persons  who  were  deferred  would  not  be  subject  to  the  time  limit.  I.e.,  months  in  which  a 
recipient  was  in  deferred  status  would  not  count  against  the  two-year  limit. 
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(f)  The  criteria  for  deferral  from  JOBS  would  be  the  following: 

(1)  k  a  parent  of  a  child  under  age  one,  provided  the  child  were  not  conceived 
while  the  parent  was  on  assistance.  A  parent  of  a  child  conceived  while  on 
assistance  would  be  deferred  for  a  twelve-week  period  following  the  birth  of 
the  child  (consistent  with  the  Family  and  Medical  Leave  Act). 

(Under  current  law,  a  parent  of  a  child  under  age  three,  under  age  one  at  State  option, 
is  exempted  from  JOBS  participation,  and  no  distinction  is  made  according  to  whether 
or  not  the  parent  was  on  assistance  when  the  child  was  conceived) 

(2)  Is  ill  or  incapaciuted,  when  it  is  certified  by  a  licensed  physician,  psychologist 
or  mental  health  professional  (from  a  list  of  such  professionals  approved  by 
the  State)  that  the  illness  or  incapacitating  condition  is  serious  enough  to 
prevent,  at  least  temporarily,  entry  into  employment  or  training: 

(3)  Is  60  years  of  age  or  older; 

(4)  Is  needed  in  the  home  because  another  member  of  the  household  requires  the 
individual's  presence  due  to  illness  or  incapacity  as  determined  by  a  licensed 
physician,  psychologist  or  mental  health  professional  (fromT'ia  list  of  such 
professionals  approved  by  the  State),  and  no  other  appropriate  member  of  the 
household  is  available  to  provide  the  needed  care; 

(5)  Is  in  the  third  trimester  of  pregnancy;  or 

(Under  current  law  and  regulations,  pregnant  women  are  exempted  from  JOBS 
participation  for  bodi  the  second  and  third  trimesters) 

(6)  Lives  in  a  remote  area.  An  individual  would  be  considered  remote  if  a  round 
trip  of  more  than  two  hours  by  reasonably  available  public  or  private 
transportation  would  be  required  for  a  normal  work  or  training  day.  If  the 
normal  round-trip  conunuting  time  in  the  area  is  more  than  2  hours,  the 
round-trip  commuting  time  could  not  exceed  generally  accepted  standards  for 
the  area. 

(Same  as  current  regulations.  CFR  250.30)) 

(g)  Only  one  parent  in  an  AFDC-UP  family  could  be  deferred  under  f(l). 

(h)  Each  State  would  be  permiaed  to  defer  from  JOBS  for  good  cause,  as  determined  by  the 
State,  a  number  of  persons  up  to  a  fixed  percentage  of  the  total  number  of  persons  in  the 
phased-in  group,  which  would  include  adult  recipients  (parents),  minor  custodial  parents  and 
persons  m  the  WORK  program.  These  good  cause  deferrals  would  be  in  addition  to  those 
meeting  the  deferral  criteria  defined  in  (f).  Good  cause  could  include  substantial  barriers  to 
employment-for  example,  a  severe  learning  disability  or  serious  emotional  instability.  The 
percentage  cap  on  such  deferrals  would  be  set,  in  statute,  at  S%  through  FY  99  and  10% 
thereafter.  A  State  would  be  able,  in  the  event  of  extraordinary  circumstances,  to  apply  to  the 
Secretary  to  increase  the  percentage  cap  on  good  cause  placements.  The  Secretary  would  be 
required  to  respond  to  such  requests  in  a  timely  manner  (time  frame  to  be  established  by 
regulation). 
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(i)  The  Secretary  would  develop  and  transmit  to  Congress,  by  a  specified  date,  recommendations 
regarding  the  level  of  the  cap  on  good  cause  deferrals;  the  Secretary  could  recommend  that 
the  cap  be  raised,  lowered  or  maintained  at  ten  percent. 

(j)  The  State  agency  would  be  required  to  reevaluate  the  status  of  persons  in  deferred  status  at 
such  time  as  the  condition  is  expeaed  to  terminate  (if  the  condition  is  expected  to  be 
temporary)  but  no  less  frequently  than  at  each  semiannual  assessment  (see  Semiannual 
Assessment  below)  to  determine  if  the  individual  should  remain  in  deferred  status  or  should 
enter  (or  re-enter)  the  JOBS  or  WORK  programs. 

(k)  Recipients  who  met  one  (or  more)  of  the  deferral  criteria  would  be  permitted  to  volunteer  for 
the  JOBS  program,  subject  to  available  Federal  resources  (see  JOBS  Participation  below). 
Such  a  volunteer  JOBS  participant  would  b  general  be  treated  as  other  JOBS  participants 
except  that  he  or  she  would  not  be  subject  to  sanction  or  to  the  time  limit.  These  volunteers 
would  be  distinct  from  volunteers  from  the  not-phased-in  group  (see  JOBS  Participation 
below),  who  could  at  State  option  be  subjected  to  the  time  limit. 

0)  A  State  agency  would  be  required  to  promptly  inform  a  recipient  of  any  change  in  his  or  her 
status  with  respect  to  JOBS  participation  and/or  the  time  limit  (e.g.,  movement  from  the 
deferred  status  into  the  JOBS  program). 

(m)  The  criteria  for  deferring  persons  from  WORK  participation  (see  WORK  below)  would  be 
identical  to  the  deferral  criteria  for  persons  who  had  not  yet  reached  the  two-year  time  limit. 
Persons  who  were  deferred  from  the  WORK  program  after  reaching  the  time  limit  would  be 
eligible  for  AFDC  benefits.  Such  individuals  would  be  treated  exactly  the  same  as  persons 
deferred  from  the  JOBS  program  before  reaching  the  time  limit,  except  that  if  the  condition 
necessitating  deferral  ended,  they  would  enter  or  re-enter  the  WORK  program,  rather  than  the 
JOBS  program.  Adult  recipients  deferred  from  the  WORK  program  for  good  cause  would 
count  against  the  cap  on  the  number  of  deferrals  for  good  cause. 

5.         Substance  Abuse  and  Deferral  from  JOBS  or  WORK 

Cvrrent  Law 

Current  law  does  not  specifically  mention  substance  abuse.  Under  JOBS  regulations,  a  recipient 
whose  only  activity  is  alcohol  or  drug  treatment  would  not  be  counted  toward  a  State 's  participation 
rate.  Alcohol  or  drug  treatment  may.  however,  be  provided  as  a  supportive  sendee  using  JOBS  funds 
should  a  State  choose  to  do  so.  Oregon  currently  has  a  waiver  that  permits  the  JOBS  program  to 
require  participation  in  substance  abuse  diagnostic,  counseling,  and  treatment  programs  if  they  are 
determined  to  be  necessary  for  self-sufficiency. 

Vision 

States  would  be  given  flexibility  to  require  rec'qjients  they  determine  to  be  unable  to  engage  in 
employment  or  training  because  of  a  substance  abuse  problem  to  participate  in  substance  abuse 
treatment  while  in  the  deferred  status.  Sanctions  may  be  Imposed  for  non-participation  in  substance 
abuse  treatment  provided  that  both  treatment  and  supportive  services,  including  child  care,  are  made 
available. 


148 


Rationale 

States  report  (on  an  anecdotal  basis)  substance  abuse  as  a  problem  they  encounter  in  their  JOBS 
populations.  It  is  a  barrier  to  self-sufficiency  for  a  number  of  AFDC  recipients  who  will  require 
treatment  if  they  are  to  successfully  participate  In  employment  or  training  activities.  It  is  estimated 
that  approximately  4.5%  of  AFDC  recipients  have  substance  abuse  problems  sufficiently  debilitating  to 
preclude  Immediate  participation  in  employmetu  or  training  activities.  Nearly  one-third  of  these  have 
participated  in  some  form  of  alcohol  or  drug  treatment  in  the  past  year. 

Specifications 

(a)  States  may  require  persons  found  unable  to  engage  in  employment  or  training  due  to 
substance  abuse  to  participate  in  appropriate  substance  abuse  treatment  wbile  in  deferred 
sutus. 

(b)  Sanctions,  equivalent  to  JOBS  sanctions,  may  be  levied  for  non-participation  in  treatment, 
provided  such  treatment  is  available  at  no  cost  to  the  recipient. 

(c)  Child  care  and/or  other  supportive  services  must  be  made  available  to  an  individual  required 
to  participate  in  substance  abuse  treatment. 

(d)  Provisions  concerning  the  semiannual  reassessment  apply  to  deferred  persons  participating  in 
substance  abuse  treatment  as  described  in  this  section. 

(e)  States  may  also  require  individuals  in  JOBS  to  participate  in  substance  abuse  treatment  (in 
conjunction  with  another  JOBS  activity  or  activities)  as  part  of  the  employability  plan. 

6.         Definition  of  the  Time  Limit 

Current  Law 

Some  States  (those  wtuch  did  not  have  an  AFDC-UP  program  in  place  as  of  September  26,  1988)  are 
permitted  to  place  a  type  of  time  limit  on  participation  in  the  AFDC-UP  program,  restricting 
eligibility  for  AFDC-UP  to  as  few  as  6  months  in  any  13-month  period  (Section  407(b)).  Thirteen 
states  presently  impose  time  limits  on  AFDC-UP  eligibility.  Under  current  law,  however,  no  other 
type  of  time  limits  may  be  placed  on  participation  in  the  AFDC  program. 

Vision 

Most  of  the  people  who  enter  the  welfare  system  do  not  stay  on  AFDC  for  many  consecutive  years.  It 
is  much  more  common  for  recipients  to  move  in  and  out  of  the  welfare  system,  staying  a  relatively 
brief  period  each  time.  TVvo  out  of  every  three  persons  who  enter  the  welfare  system  leave  within  two 
years  and  fewer  than  one  in  ten  spends  five  consecutive  years  on  AFDC.  Half  of  those  who  leave 
welfare  return  within  two  years,  and  three  of  every  four  return  at  some  point  in  the  fitture.  Most 
recipients  use  the  AFDC  program  not  as  a  permanent  altenuuive  to  work,  but  as  temporary  assistance 
during  times  of  economic  difficulty. 

While  persons  kAo  remain  on  AFDC  for  long  periods  at  a  time  represent  only  a  modest  percentage  of 
all  people  who  ever  enter  the  system,  however,  they  represent  a  high  proportion  of  those  on  welfare  at 
any  given  time.  Although  many  face  very  serious  barriers  to  employment,  including  physical 
disabilities,  others  are  able  to  work  but  are  not  moving  in  the  direaion  of  self-sufficiency.   Most  long- 
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term  recipients  are  not  on  a  track  toward  obtaining  employment  that  would  enable  them  to  leave 
AFDC. 

The  proposal  would  establish,  for  adult  recipients  who  were  not  deferred,  a  cumulative  time  lima  of 
two  years  on  the  receipt  of  AFDC  benefits  not  contingent  upon  work,  with  extensions  to  the  time  limit 
to  be  granted  under  certain  circumstances.  Months  In  which  an  individual  was  deferred  would  not 
count  against  the  time  limit.  Individuals  who  have  left  welfare  for  extended  periods  of  time  would  be 
eligible  for  a  cushion  of  a  few  months  of  AFDC  benefits. 

The  two-year  time  limit  is  part  of  the  overall  effort  to  shift  the  focus  of  the  welfare  system  from 
disbursing  fitnds  to  promoting  self-sufficiency  through  work.  This  time  limit  gives  both  the  recipient 
and  the  welfare  agency  a  structure  that  necessitates  steady  progress  in  the  direction  of  employment 
and  economic  independence.  As  discussed  in  the  WORK  specifications  below,  recipients  who  reach 
the  two-year  time  limit  without  finding  an  unsubsidized  Job  would  be  offered  publicly  subsidized  jobs 
to  enable  them  to  support  their  families. 

Specifications 

(a)  The  time  limit  would  be  a  limit  of  24  on  the  cumulative  number  of  months  of  AFDC  benefits 
an  adult  (parent)  could  receive  before  being  required  to  participate  in  the  WORK  program 
(see  Teen  Parents  for  treatment  of  young  custodial  parents).  In  other  words,  the  24  months 
would  begin  with  the  initial  AFDC  payment  (or  with  the  first  payment  following  redetermina- 
tion, in  the  case  of  persons  on  AFDC  prior  to  the  effective  date  of  the  legislation).  Months  in 
which  an  individual  was  receiving  assistance  but  was  deferred  rather  than  in  JOBS  would  not 
count  against  the  24-month  time  limit  (see  Deferral  above). 

(b)  The  24-month  time  clock  would  not  begin  to  run  until  a  custodial  parent's  1 8th  birthday.  In 
other  words,  months  of  receipt  as  a  custodial  parent  before  the  age  of  18  would  not  be 
counted  against  the  time  limit. 

(c)  A  record  of  the  number  of  months  of  eligibility  remaining  would  be  kept  for  each  individual 
subject  to  the  time  limit.  Non-parent  caretaker  relatives  would  not  be  subjea  to  the  time 
limit. 

(d)  The  State  agency  would  be  required  to  advise  each  recipient  subjea  to  the  time  limit  as  to  the 
number  of  months  of  eligibility  remaining  for  him  or  her  no  less  frequently  than  once  every 
six  months  (see  Semiannual  Assessment  below).  In  addition,  the  State  agency  would  be 
required  to  conuct  and  schedule  a  meeting  with  any  recipient  who  was  approaching  the  24- 
month  time  limit  at  least  90  days  prior  to  the  end  of  the  24  months  (see  Transition  to 
WorkAVORK  below). 

7.         AFDC-UP  Families  and  the  Time  Limit 

Specifications 

(a)  In  an  AFDC-UP  family,  both  parents  would  be  subject  to  the  time  limit  if  either  parent  were 
in  the  phased-in  group  (see  below).  A  separate  record  of  months  of  eligibility  remaining 
would  be  kept  for  each  parent.  If  one  parent  in  an  AFDC-UP  family  were  deferred,  that 
parent  would  not  be  subject  to  the  time  limit-months  in  deferred  sutus  would  not  count 
against  that  individual's  24-month  limit.   The  other  parent,  however,  would  still  be  subject  to 
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the  time  limit.    A  deferral  of  one  parent  in  an  AFDC-UP  family  would  not  count  against  the 
cap  on  deferral  for  good  cause. 

(b)  If  one  parent  had  reached  the  time  limit  and  the  other  had  not,  the  parent  who  had  reached  the 
time  limit  would  be  required  to  enter  the  WORK  program.  If  the  parent  who  had  reached  the 
limit  declined  to  participate  in  the  WORK  program,  that  parent's  needs  would  no  longer  be 
considered  in  calculating  the  family's  grant.  His  or  her  income  and  resources  would  still  be 
taken  into  account.  The  family  would  still  be  eligible  for  the  remainder  of  the  benefit 
(essentially,  the  other  parent  and  the  children's  portion)  until  the  other  parent  reached  the  two- 
year  limit. 

(c)  If  a  parent  in  an  AFDC-UP  family  reached  the  time  limit  but  declined  to  enter  the  WORK 
program,  the  needs  of  that  bdividual  would  (as  above)  not  be  taken  into  account  in 
calculating  the  AFDC  benefit.  If  such  a  parent  subsequently  reversed  course  and  entered  the 
WORK  program,  he  or  she  would  be  considered  part  of  the  assistance  unit  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  any  supplemental  AFDC  benefit  and  would  also  be  eligible  for  a  WORK 
assignment.  As  discussed  in  the  WORK  specifications  below,  a  State  would  not  be  required  to 
provide  WORK  assignments  to  both  parents  in  an  AFDC-UP  family. 

(d)  Months  in  which  a  parent  in  an  AFDC-UP  family  met  the  minimum  work  standard  would  not 
count  against  that  parent's  time  limit.  If  the  combined  hours  of  work  for  both  parents  were 
equal  to  an  average  of  30  or  more  per  week  (up  to  40  at  State  option),  neither  parent  would 
be  subject  to  the  time  limit  (see  Minimum  Work  Standard). 

(e)  If  one  of  the  two  parents  in  an  AFDC-UP  family  were  sanctioned  under  the  WORK  program 
or  under  JOBS  for  refusing  to  accept  an  unsubsidized  job,  the  sanctions  described  below  (see 
Sanctions/Penalties)  apply,  regardless  of  the  status  of  the  second  parent. 

(0  With  respea  to  the  phase-in,  both  parents  in  an  AFDC-UP  family  would  be  considered 
subject  to  the  new  rules  if  either  parent  were  in  the  phased-in  group.  If  the  parents  in  an 
AFDC-UP  family  subject  to  the  new  rules  subsequently  separated,  both  would  still  be  subjea 
to  the  new  rules. 

(g)  Sutes  which  placed  separate  limits  on  AFDC-UP  eligibility  (e.g.,  6  months  in  any  13-month 
period)  would  not  be  permitted  to  apply  the  two-year  time  limit  or  any  related  provisions  to 
AFDC-UP  families.  In  these  States,  all  AFDC-UP  families  would  be  treated  as  part  of  the 
not-phased-in  group. 

8.         Teen  Parents 

Vision 

Persons  under  18  are  not  ready  to  be  independent  and  should  generally  be  in  school.  Under  the 
proposed  law,  minor  parents  would  not  be  allowed  to  set  up  independent  households.  They  would 
receive  case  management  and  be  expected  to  remain  in  school.  A  teen  parent's  time  clock  would  not 
begin  to  run  until  he  or  she  turned  18  (and  could  establish  an  independent  household). 


Specifications 

(a)  States  would  be  required  to  provide  case  management  services  to  all  custodial  parents  under 
20. 

(b)  All  custodial  parents  under  20  who  had  not  completed  high  school  or  the  equivalent  would  be 
required  to  participate  in  the  JOBS  program,  with  education  as  the  presumed  activity.  The 
24-month  time  clock,  however,  would  not  begin  to  run  until  a  custodial  parent  turned  18.  In 
other  words,  months  of  receipt  as  a  custodial  parent  before  the  age  of  18  would  not  be 
counted  against  the  time  limit. 

(c)  Custodial  parents  under  20  who  had  not  completed  high  school  or  the  equivalent  and  who  had 
a  child  under  one  would  be  required  to  participate  in  JOBS  as  soon  as  the  child  reached 
twelve  weeks  of  age.  States  would  be  permitted  to  defer  custodial  parents  under  20  m  the 
event  of  a  serious  illness  or  other  condition  which  precluded  school  aaendance. 

(d)  Custodial  parents  who  were  eligible  for  and  receiving  services  under  the  Individuals  with 
Disabilities  Education  Act  would  receive  an  automatic  extension  up  to  age  22  if  needed  to 
complete  high  school.  These  extensions  would  not  be  counted  against  the  cap  on  extensions. 

9.         JOBS  Services 

Current  Law 

A  range  of  services  and  activities  must  be  offered  by  States  under  the  current  JOBS  program,  but 
States  are  not  required  to  implement  JOBS  uniformly  in  all  parts  of  the  State  and  JOBS  programs  vary 
widely  among  States.  The  services  which  must  be  provided  as  part  of  a  State 's  JOBS  program  are  the 
following:  educational  activities,  including  high  school  and  equivalent  education,  basic  and  remedial 
education,  and  education  for  persons  with  limited  English  proficiency;  job  skills  training;  job 
readiness  activities;  job  development  and  job  placement;  and  supportive  services  to  the  extent  that 
these  services  are  necessary  for  participation  in  JOBS.  Supportive  services  include  child  care, 
transportation  and  other  work-related  supportive  services.  States  must  also  offer,  in  addition  to  the 
aforementioned  services,  at  least  2  of  the  following  services:  group  and  individual  job  search,  on-the- 
job  training  (OJT),  work  supplementation  programs  and  community  work  experience  programs. 

Vision 

The  definition  of  satisfaaory  participation  in  the  JOBS  program  would  be  broadened  to  include 
additional  activities  that  are  necessary  for  individuals  to  achieve  self-sufficiency.  States  would 
continue  to  have  broad  latitude  in  determining  which  sendees  were  provided  under  JOBS.  Greater 
emphasis,  however,  would  be  placed  on  job  search  activities,  to  promote  work  and  employment. 
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Specifications 
Up-Front  Job  Search 

(a)  All  adult  new  recipients  in  the  phased-in  group  (and  minor  parents  who  had  completed  high 
school)  who  were  judged  job-ready  would  be  required  to  perform  job  search  from  the  date 
assistance  began.  Job  ready  would  be  in  general  defined  as  having  either  non-negligible  work 
experience,  or  a  high  school  diploma  or  the  equivalent.  States  would  include  a  more  detailed 
definition  of  job-ready  in  the  State  plan.  The  definition  would  have  to  exclude  persons  who 
met  or  appeared  likely  to  meet  one  of  the  deferral  criteria.  A  formal  determination  as  to 
deferral,  however,  would  not  be  required  at  this  point. 

(b)  States  would  have  the  option  of  requu-ing  all  job-ready  new  recipients,  including  those  in  the 
not-phased-in  group,  to  perform  up-front  job  search.  States  would  also  be  permitted  to 
require  job  search  from  the  date  of  application  (as  under  current  law,  this  requirement  could 
not  be  used  as  a  reason  for  a  delay  in  making  die  eligibility  determination  or  issuing  the 
payment). 

(c)  The  permissible  period  of  initial  job  search  would  be  extended  from  8  weeks  to  j2. 
Other  Provisions  Concerning  JOBS  Services 

(d)  States  would  be  required  to  include  job  search  among  the  JOBS  services  offered. 

(e)  Clarify  the  rules  so  as  to  limit  job  search  (as  the  exclusive  activity,  i.e.,  not  in  conjunction 
with  other  services)  to  4  months  in  any  12-month  period.  The  up-front  job  search  (described 
above)  and  the  45-90  days  of  job  search  required  immediately  before  the  end  of  the  two-year 
time  limit  (see  TRANsmoN  to  Work/WORK  below)  would  both  be  counted  against  the  4- 
month  limit. 

(0  Amend  section  482(d)(l)(A)Ci)0)  by  rq)lacbg  "basic  and  remedial  education  to  achieve  a 
basic  literacy  level'  with  'employment-oriented  education  to  achieve  literacy  levels  needed  for 
economic  self-sufficiency.* 

(g)  Self-employment  programs,  including  microenterprise  training  and  activities,  would  be  added 
to  the  list  of  optional  JOBS  activities. 

(h)  Increase  the  limit  on  Federal  reimbursement  for  work  supplementation  program  expenditures 
from  the  current  ceiling,  which  is  essentially  based  on  a  maximum  length  of  participation  in  a 
work  supplementation  program  of  9  months,  to  a  level  based  on  a  maximum  length  of 
participation  of  12  months. 

(i)  Change  the  nondisplacement  language  to  permit  work  supplementation  participants  to  be 
assigned  to  unfilled  vacancies  in  the  private  sector,  provided  such  placements  did  not  violate 
the  other  nondisplacement  provisions  b  current  law. 

0)         Alternative  Work  Experience  would  be  limited  to  90  days  within  any  12-month  period. 

(k)  The  State  plan  would  be  required  to  include  a  description  of  efforts  to  be  undertaken  to 
encourage  the  training  and  placement  of  women  and  girls  in  nontraditional  employment, 
including  steps  to  increase  the  awareness  of  such  training  and  placement  opportunities. 
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0)  Sutes  would  be  required  to  indicate  in  the  State  plan  whether  and  how  they  will  make 

training  as  child  care  providers  available  to  participants. 

(m)  The  State  plan  would  include  procedures  to  ensure  that,  to  the  extent  possible,  (external) 
service  providers  promptly  noti^  the  State  agency  in  the  event  of  noncompliance  by  a  JOBS 
participant,  e.g.,  f^ure  to  attend  a  JOBS  activity. 

(n)  Amend  the  language  in  Social  Security  Act  section  483(a)(1)  which  requires  that  there  be 
coordination  between  JTPA,  JOBS  and  education  programs  available  in  the  State  to 
specifically  require  coordination  with  the  Adult  Education  Act  and  Carl  D.  Perkins  Vocational 
Educational  Act. 

(o)  Where  no  appropriate  review  were  made  (e.g.,  by  an  interagency  board),  the  Sute  council  on 
vocational  education  and  the  Sute  advisory  council  on  adult  education  would  review  the  Sute 
JOBS  plan  and  submit  comments  to  the  Governor. 

(p)  The  agency  administering  the  JOBS  and  WORK  program  would  be  prohibited  by  regulation 
from  referring  participants  to,  contracting  with  or  otherwise  making  IV-F  or  IV-G  fiinds 
available  to  a  provider  of  education  and  training  services  if  such  institution  were  disqualified 
from  participation  in  a  program  under  Title  IV  of  the  Higher  Education  Ad  or  under  the 
Reemployment  Act.  A  Sute  would  be  provided,  by  regulation,  the  option  of  applying  the 
alternative  eligibility  procedure  esublished  under  the  Reemployment  Act  to  potential  providers 
of  JOBS  or  WORK  services. 

10.       Minimum  Work  Standard 

Specifications 

(a)  The  minimum  work  standard  would  be  an  average  of  20  hours  of  (unsubsidized)  work  per 
week  during  the  month,  with  a  Sute  option  to  increase  to  up  to  an  average  of  30  hours  per 
week.  Sutes  would  also  have  the  option  to  set  different  minimum  work  standards  for 
different  subgroups  (e.g.,  mothers  of  children  under  6),  provided  that  the  standard  for  each 
subgroup  were  at  least  20  and  no  more  than  30  hours  per  week. 

(b)  Months  in  which  an  individual  met  the  minimum  work  standard  would  not  count  against  the 
time  limit.  In  an  AFDC-UP  family,  if  one  parent  met  the  minimum  work  standard,  be  or  she 
would  not  be  subject  to  the  time  limit.  Months  in  which  the  combined  hours  of  both  parents 
equaled  or  exceeded  30  (up  to  40  at  State  option)  would  not  count  against  the  time  limit  for 
either  parent. 

(c)  An  individual  who  had  not  reached  the  time  limit  and  was  meeting  the  minimum  work 
standard  would  be  counted  as  a  JOBS  participant  (see  JOBS  Participation  below). 

(d)  A  person  who  had  reached  the  time  limit  but  was  meeting  the  minimum  work  standard  would 
be  eligible  for  supplemental  AFDC  benefits,  if  otherwise  eligible  for  AFDC  (see  Earnings 
Supplementation  below). 

(e)  A  State  would  be  required  to  offer  a  WORK  assignment  to  an  individual  working  in  an 
unsubsidized  job  for  a  number  of  hours  less  than  the  minimum  work  standard  (provided  the 
person  were  otherwise  eligible  for  the  WORK  program;  e.g.,  met  income  and  resource  tests). 


87-625  -  95 


154 


The  WORK  assignment  would  be  structured,  to  the  extent  possible,  not  to  interfere  with  the 
unsubsidized  employment. 

(f)  Persons  meeting  the  minimum  work  standard  would  be  required  to  accept  additional  hours  of 
unsubsidized  work  if  offered,  provided  such  work  met  the  relevant  standards  (e.g.,  health  and 
safety)  for  unsubsidized  employment  and  the  total  number  of  hours  did  not  exceed  an  average 
of  35  per  week.  Such  individuals  would  also  be  prohibited  from  reducing  the  number  of 
hours  worked  with  the  intent  of  receiving  additional  benefits. 

1 1 .       JOBS  Participation 

Current  Law 

Under  the  Family  Support  Aa  of  1988.  which  created  the  JOBS  program,  minimum  JOBS 
participation  standards  (the  percentage  of  the  non-exempt  AFDC  caseload  participating  in  JOBS  at  a 
point  in  time)  were  established  for  fiscal  years  1990  through  1995.  States  face  a  reduced  Federal 
match  rate  if  those  standards  are  not  met.  In  FY  1993  States  were  required  to  ensure  that  at  least 
11%  of  the  non-exempt  caseload  in  the  State  was  participating  in  JOBS  fin  an  average  month).  The 
standard  increased  to  15%  for  FY  1994  and  will  rise  to  20%  for  FY  1995.  There  arc.  no  standards 
specified  for  the  fiscal  years  after  FY  1995.  Individuals  who  are  scheduled  for  an  average  of  20 
hours  of  JOBS  activities  per  week  and  attend  for  at  least  75%  of  the  scheduled  hours  are  countable 
for  participation  rate  purposes.  States  are  required  to  meet  separate,  higher  participation  standards 
for  principal  earners  in  AFDC-UP  families.  For  FY  1994,  a  number  of  AFDC-UP  parents  equal  to 
40  percent  of  all  AFDC-UP  principal  earners  are  required  to  participate  in  work  activities  for  at  least 
16  hows  per  week.  The  standard  rises  to  50  percent  for  FY  1995,  60  percent  for  FY  1996  and  75 
percent  for  each  of  the  fiscal  years  1997  and  1998. 

Vision 

To  transform  the  welfare  system  fi-om  an  income  support  system  into  a  work  support  system,  the  JOBS 
program  must  be  expanded  significantly.  This  substantial  increase  in  the  number  of  JOBS 
participants  would  be  phased  in  over  time. 

Specificatigns 

(a)  The  JOBS  program  targeting  requirements  would  be  eliminated.  The  separate  AFDC-UP 
participation  standards  in  current  law  would  remain  in  place. 

(b)  Individuals  in  self-initiated  education  and  training  activities  (including,  but  not  limited  to, 
post-secondary  education)  would  receive  child  care  benetits  if  and  only  if  such  activities  were 
approved  through  the  JOBS  program.  Costs  of  such  education  and  training  would  not  be 
reimbursable  under  JOBS.  Child  care  and  supportive  services  expenditures,  however,  would 
be  matchable  through  IV-A  and  JOBS,  respectively. 

(c)  The  defmition  of  participation  would  be  altered  by  regulation  such  that  an  individual  enrolled 
half-time  in  a  degree-granting  post-secondary  educational  institution  who  was  making 
satisfaaory  academic  progress  (as  defined  by  the  Higher  Education  A«)  and  whose 
enrollment  was  consistent  with  an  approved  employability  plan  would  be  considered  to  be 
participating  satisfactorily  in  JOBS,  even  if  such  a  person  were  scheduled  for  fewer  than  20 
hours  of  class  per  week. 


(d)  The  definition  of  JOBS  participation  would  be  broadened  to  include  working  in  jobs  that  met 
the  minimum  work  standard  (see  above). 

(e)  The  broadened  definition  of  participation  would  include  participation  in  a  structured 
mjcroenterprise  program.  As  above,  satisfectory  participation  in  such  a  microenterprise 
program  would  meet  the  JOBS  participation  requirement,  even  if  the  scheduled  hours  per 
week  were  fewer  than  20. 

JOBS  Participation  for  the  Not-Phased-In  Group 

Specificatign? 

(0  A  State  would  be  required  to  continue  providing  services  to  a  person  already  participating  in 
JOBS  as  of  the  effeaive  date,  consistent  with  the  employability  plan  in  place  as  of  that  date. 

(g)  States  would  be  given  substantial  flexibility  regarding  JOBS  services  for  persons  not  in  the 
Federally-defined  phased-in  group  (custodial  parents  bom  after  1971),  as  discussed  below: 

i.  A  State  would  be  required  to  serve  volunteers  from  the  not-phased^  group  to  the 

extent  that  Federal  JOBS  funding  was  available  (i.e.,  the  State  had  not  drawn  down  its 
full  JOBS  allotment).  States  would  have  the  option  of  subjecting  such  JOBS 
volunteers  to  the  time  limit.  A  State  would  be  required  tc  describe  in  the  State  plan 
its  policy  with  respect  to  volunteers. 

ii.  States  could  define  the  phased-in  group  more  broadly,  e.g.,  parents  bom  after  1971 
and  all  new  applicants  (see  Effective  Date  and  Definition  of  the  Phased-in 
Group  above).  In  addition,  a  State  could  require  recipients  who  were  not  in  its 
phased-in  group  to  participate  in  JOBS,  but  could  not  apply  the  time  limit  to  such 
JOBS-mandatory  persons  (as  opposed  to  volunteers  above).  In  other  words,  a  State 
that  defined  the  phased-in  group  as  parents  bom  after  1969  could  require  a  person 
bom  in  1968  to  participate  in  JOBS,  and  sanction  such  an  individual  for  failure  to 
comply,  but  that  person  would  not  be  subject  to  the  time  limit.  An  individual  in 
either  the  phased-in  or  the  not-phased-in  groups  who  met  one  of  the  deferral  criteria 
could  not  be  required  to  participate  in  JOBS. 

12.       JOBS  Funding 

Current  Law 

Under  current  law,  the  capped  entitlement  for  JOBS  is  distributed  according  to  the  number  of  adult 
recipients  in  a  State,  relative  to  the  number  in  all  States.  State  expenditures  on  JOBS  are  currently 
matched  at  three  different  rates.  States  receive  Federal  matching  funds,  up  to  the  State's  1987  WIN 
allocation,  at  a  90  percent  Federal  match  rate.  Expenditures  above  the  amount  reimbursable  at  90 
percent  are  reimbursed  at  SO  percent,  in  the  case  of  spending  on  administrative  and  work-related 
supportive  service  costs,  and  at  the  higher  of  60  percent  or  FMAP  in  the  case  of  the  cost  of  full-time 
JOBS  program  staff  and  other  program  expenditures  (apart  from  spending  on  child  care,  which  does 
not  count  against  the  JOBS  capped  allotment  and  is  matched  at  FMAP).  The  JOBS  entitlement 
(Federal  funding)  is  capped  at  $1.1  billion  for  FY  94.  $1.3  billion  for  FY  95,  and  $1  billion  for  FY  96 
and  each  subsequent  fiscal  year. 
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gpecincations 

(a)  The  capped  entiUement  for  JOBS  would  be  allocated  according  to  the  average  monthly 
number  of  adult  recipients  (which  would  include  WORK  participants)  in  the  Sute  relative  to 
the  number  in  all  States  (similar  to  current  law). 

(b)  The  JOBS  capped  entiUement  (Federal)  would  be  set  at  $1.75  billion  for  FY  1996  ($300 
million  of  which  would  be  designated  for  the  Secretary's  Fund;  see  below),  $1.7  billion  for 
FY  1997.  $1.8  bUlion  for  FY  1998  and  $1.9  bUlion  for  fiscal  years  1999  through  20(M.  For 
fiscal  year  200S  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter,  the  level  of  the  cap  would  be  set  at  $1.9 
billion  adjusted  for  inflation  using  the  Consumer  Price  Index. 

(c)  The  Federal  match  rate  (for  each  State)  for  all  JOBS  expenditures  under  the  proposed  law 
would  be  set  at  the  following  levels:  FMAP  plus  five  percentage  points,  with  a  floor  of  65 
percent,  for  fiscal  years  1996  and  1997;  at  FMAP  plus  seven  percentage  points,  with  a  floor 
of  67  percent,  for  FY  1998;  at  FMAP  plus  nine  percentage  points,  with  a  floor  of  69  percent, 
for  FY  1999;  and  at  FMAP  plus  ten  percenuge  points,  with  a  floor  of  70  percent,  for  FY 
2000  and  each  fiscal  year  thereafter.  Spending  for  direct  program  costs,  for  administrative 
costs  and  for  the  costs  of  transportation  and  other  work-related  supportive  services  (apart  from 
child  care)  would  all  be  matched  at  this  single  rate.  The  current  law  hold  harmiess  provision, 
under  which  expenditures  up  to  a  certain  level  are  matched  at  90  percent,  would  be 
eliminated.  The  enhanced  match  rate  would  become  effective  upon  statewide  implementation 
of  the  new  legislation.  Statewide  for  this  purpose  would  be  defined  as  a  number  of  persons 
subjea  to  the  time  limit  that  equaled  or  exceeded  90%  of  the  Federally-defined  phased-in 
group.  The  numerator  for  this  calculation  would  be  individuals  in  the  State's  phased-in  group 
who  were  subjea  to  the  time  limit;  the  denominator  would  be  custodial  parents  bom  after 
1971.  A  State  would  be  eligible  for  the  enhanced  match  rate  prior  to  reaching  the  90  percent 
level  if  it  had  in  place  an  approved  plan  for  achievmg,  within  two  years  of  initial 
implemenution,  that  target. 

(d)  To  qualify  for  the  enhanced  match  rate,  a  State's  total  spending  (State  share)  for  JOBS, 
WORK  (matchable  from  the  WORK  capped  entitlement)  and  for  IV-A,  Transitional  and  At- 
Risk  Child  Care  for  a  fiscal  year  would  have  to  equal  or  exceed  the  State's  total  spending  for 
JOBS  and  for  IV-A,  Transitional  and  At-Risk  Child  Care  for  Fiscal  Year  1994  but  could  in  no 
event  be  less  than  the  total  of  such  spending  for  Fiscal  Year  1993. 

(e)  If  a  Sute  did  not  qualify  for  the  enhanced  match  rate  by  meeting  the  requirements  in  (c)  and 
(d)  above,  its  Federal  match  rate  for  JOBS  and  WORK  (WORK  operational  costs)  for  the 
fiscal  year  in  question  would  be  reduced  to  a  rate  equal  to  the  higher  of  FMAP  and  60 
percent  (for  all  JOBS  spending)  and  its  Federal  match  rate  for  spending  on  the  child  care 
programs  for  that  fiscal  year  would  be  reduced  to  FMAP. 

(0  A  State  would  be  permitted,  beginning  in  FY  97,  to  reallocate  an  amount  up  to  10%  of  its 
combined  JOBS  and  WORK  allotments  (WORK  allotment  from  the  capped  entitlement)  from 
its  JOBS  program  to  its  WORK  program  and  vice  versa.  The  amount  transferred  could  not 
exceed  the  allotment  for  the  program  from  which  the  transfer  was  made. 
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EXAMPLE: 

A  Sute  with  •  SS  milliofi  JOBS  (UoOnent  tnd  «  t6  million  tUoUnent  from  the  WORK  capped  ottitlement  (we  WORK 
FUNDINa  below)  can  allocate  Sl.l  million  from  JOBS  to  WORK  or  vice  vena.  The  Stale  finda  that  ipending  on  the 
JOBS  program  ia  ninning  higher  than  expect nrf  and  ao  it  opu  to  reallocaU  S600,000  from  WORK  to  JOBS.  The  State 
can  now  diaw  down  up  to  iS.6  million,  nlher  than  iS  million,  in  Federal  funding  for  JOBS  expend iturea.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  Slate  can  now  receive  only  HA  million  in  FedenJ  matching  fundi,  at  WORK  match  rate  (capped 
entiUement),  for  ipending  on  WORK  coaU. 

(g)  If  the  States  did  not  claim  all  available  Federal  JOBS  and  WORK  funding  (WORK  capped 
entitlement)  for  a  fiscal  year,  a  State  could  draw  down  Federal  fimds  for  JOBS  and/or  WORK 
in  excess  of  its  allotments.  The  additional  Federal  funding  would  be  drawn  from  the 
unobligated  balance  (JOBS  and  WORK  money  not  spent  by  other  States).  A  State  would  have 
to  draw  down  its  full  allocations  for  both  JOBS  and  WORK  to  be  able  to  draw  down  unspent 
funds  beyond  these  allotments  (for  spending  on  either  program).  This  would  require 
legislative  authority  to  distribute  unobligated  funds  from  one  fiscal  year  during  the  subsequent 
fiscal  year  and  to  distribute  unliquidated  obligations  from  a  fiscal  year  during,  not  the 
succeeding  fiscal  year,  but  the  one  after  that  (two  years  afterward). 

EXAMPLE: 

Duiing  FY  99,  aevea  Slaica  q>ead  on  JOBS  and  WORK  at  a  level  that  would  draw  down  Fedeiml  Amding  in  exceai  of 
their  allotmeou.  The  FY  99  JOBS  and  WORK  allotmentj  for  the  aeven  State*  total  {100  million,  but  the  level  of 
Slate  match  oontributed  for  the  two  programi  would  enable  the  aeven  to  dimw  down  tllO  million  in  Federal  fundi, 
abaent  the  limitaliooa  on  Slate  alloeationi,  for  a  difference  of  SIO  million.  The  total  amount  of  unobligated  JOBS  and 
WORK  funding  for  FY  99  (baaed  on  Slatea'  drawing  down  JOBS  and  WORK  iunding  only  up  to  the  level  of  Uwir 
alktments)  ia  $7  million.  Each  of  the  aeven  Slatea  would  receive  70  eenCa  for  each  dollar  of  Federal  fiuiding  it  could 
potentially  have  drawn  down  beyond  the  level  of  iu  JOBS  and  WORK  allotmenu.  Stau  A.  which  would  have  dnwn 
down  an  additional  SI  million  in  Federal  funding  above  iU  allocationa,  in  the  abaence  of  any  limitation!,  would 
receive  $700,000  in  additional  Pedenl  fiinding.  If  the  anKWM  of  unobligated  JOBS  and  WORK  funding  exceeded 
SIC  million,  the  aeven  Slatea  would  receive  the  full  SIO  million  in  additional  Federal  funding. 

(h)  If  the  rate  of  total  unemployment  in  a  State  for  a  fiscal  year  equaled  or  exceeded  the  (total 
unemployment  rate)  trigger  for  extended  unemployment  compensation  (currently  6.S  percent), 
and  the  State's  total  unemployment  rate  for  that  fiscal  year  equaled  or  exceeded  1 10  percent 
of  that  rate  for  either  (or  both)  of  the  two  preceding  fiscal  years,  the  State  match  rate  for 
JOBS,  WORK  and  At-Risk  Child  Care  for  that  fiscal  year  would  be  reduced  by  ten  percent 
(not  by  ten  percentage  points;  e.g.,  firom  30  percent  to  27  percent,  not  from  30  percent  to  20 
percent).  The  adjustment  to  the  match  rate  would  become  effective  only  if  the  Sute  obligated 
sufficient  funding  to  draw  down  its  full  allotments  for  JOBS,  WORK  and  At-Risk  Oiild  Care 
at  the  pre-adjustment  match  rate.  The  State  could  then,  as  described  above,  draw  down 
unspent  JOBS  and  WORK  fiinds  at  the  higher  match  rate. 

EXAMPLE: 

Sute  A  obligatca  aufTicient  funding  to  drew  down  iu  full  allocation!  for  JOBS,  WORK  and  At-Riak  Child  Care  at  the 
pR-«dju!tmct<  match  ntea.  The  StaU  match  nic  for  JOBS  and  WORK  ia  25%,  the  total  Sute  contribution  to  both 
program!  i!  $1  million  and  iU  total  Pedenl  allotment  for  both  prognma  ia  {3  million.  If  the  unemployment  rate  in 
Slate  A  for  the  fiacal  year  exeeeded  the  trigger  level  (deacribed  above),  the  Sute  match  rate  would  be  reduced  from 
ZS  to  22. S  percent.  Sute  A  oould  then  potentially  drew  down  an  additional  S4S0,000  ($3.45  millioo  minua  S3 
million)  in  Pedenl  fundi.  Referring  to  the  example  above,  the  S450,000  would  be  placed  in  the  pool  with  Ute  SIO 
million  the  aeven  aforementioned  Slatea  could  potentially  dnw  down  beyond  the  level  of  their  allolmenU.  If  the 
unobligated  balance  for  Uw  fiaeal  year  were  aufncicrtt.  Stale  A  would  receive  the  full  S450,000  and  the  aeven  other 
Slatea  would  receive  the  full  SIO  million.  If  not,  each  of  the  eight  Slatea  would  receive  a  pro-nted  amount  (e.g.,  65 
eenu  on  the  dollar). 

CO  The  capped  entitlement  for  JOBS  for  a  fiscal  year  would  rise  by  2.5  percent  if  the  average 
national  total  unemployment  rate  for  the  last  two  quarters  of  the  previous  fiscal  year  or  the 
first  two  quarters  of  that  fiscal  year  equaled  7  percent.    For  each  tenth  of  a  percentage  point 
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by  which  the  national  unemployment  rate  for  either  of  those  two-quarter  periods  exceeded  7 
percent,  the  cap  would  be  increased  by  an  additional  .25  percent.  For  example,  if  the 
unemployment  rate  for  the  last  two  quarters  of  the  preceding  fiscal  year  were  8.1  percent,  the 
JOBS  cap  for  the  fiscal  year  would  be  increased  by  a  total  of  5.25  percent  (2.5  percent  for 
reaching  7  percent  plus  an  additional  2.75  percent  for  the  1.1  percentage  points  over  7). 
Each  State's  allotment  would  increase  accordingly. 

In  other  words,  a  determination  would  be  made  at  the  beginning  and  in  the  middle  of  the 
Federal  fiscal  year  as  to  whether  the  JOBS  cap  should  be  increased  Q.e.,  whether  the 
unemployment  trigger  level  had  been  reached).  If  the  cap  were  increased  at  the  beginning  of 
the  year,  an  adjustment  would  not  also  be  made  at  the  middle  of  the  year. 

The  same  provision  would  apply  to  the  capped  entitlement  for  WORK  (as  described  below) 
and  to  At-Risk  Child  Care. 

0)  Funding  for  teen  case  management  (see  Teen  Parents  above)  would  be  provided  not  as  a 
set-aside,  but  as  additional  dollars  within  the  JOBS  capped  entitlement. 

13.  Semiannual  Assessment 
Specifications 

(a)  The  Sute  agency  would  be  required,  on  at  least  a  semiannual  basis,  to  condua  a  review  of 
the  employabtlity  plan  for  both  JOBS  participants  and  for  deferred  persons  who  had  an 
employability  plan  in  place,  to  evaluate  progress  toward  achieving  the  goals  in  the  plan.  This 
assessment,  which  would  be  done  in  person,  could  be  integrated  with  the  annual  AFDC 
eligibility  redetermination.  Persons  in  deferred  status  found  to  be  ready  for  participation  in 
employment  and  training  could  be  assigned  to  the  JOBS  program  following  the  assessment. 
Conversely,  persons  in  the  JOBS  program  discovered  to  be  facing  very  serious  obstacles  to 
participation  could  be  deferred.  Other  revisions  to  the  employability  plan  would  be  made  as 
needed. 

(b)  The  assessment  would  entail  an  evaluation  of  the  extent  to  which  the  State  was  providing  the 
services  called  for  in  the  employability  plan.  In  instances  in  which  the  State  was  found  not  to 
be  delivering  the  specified  education,  training  and/or  supportive  services,  the  agency  would  be 
required  to  take  steps  to  ensure  that  the  services  would  be  delivered  from  that  point  forward. 

14.  Transition  to  Work/WORK 

Specifications 

(a)  Persons  would  be  required  to  engage  in  job  search  during  a  period  of  not  less  than  45  days 
(up  to  90  days,  at  Sute  option)  before  taking  a  WORK  assignment.  The  employability  plan 
would  be  modified  accordingly.  In  most  cases,  the  job  search  would  be  performed  during  the 
45-90  days  immediately  preced'mg  the  end  of  the  time  limit. 

(b)  The  State  agency  would  be  required  to  schedule  a  meeting  with  any  recipient  approaching  the 
end  of  the  24-month  time  limit  at  least  90  days  in  advance  of  that  individual's  reaching  the 
limit.  The  State  agency  would,  as  part  of  the  90-day  assessment,  evaluate  the  recipient's 
progress  and  employability  to  determine  if  an  extension  were  appropriate  to,  for  example, 
complete  a  training  program  in  which  the  recipient  was  currently  enrolled  (see  Extensions 


below).  The  State  agency  would  be  required  to  inform  the  recipient,  both  in  writing  and  at 
the  face-to-face  meeting,  of  the  consequences  of  reaching  the  time  limit-tfae  need  to  register 
for  the  WORK  program  in  order  to  be  eligible  for  further  support,  in  the  form  of  a  WORK 
assignment.  Recipients  would  also  be  apprised  of  the  requirement  to  engage  in  job  search  for 
the  final  45-90  days  and  of  the  State's  extension  policy. 

(c)  States  would  have  the  option  of  providing  an  additional  month  of  AFDC  benefits  to 
individuals  who  found  employment  just  as  their  eligibility  for  AFDC  benefits/JOBS 
participation  ended,  if  necessary  to  tide  thtm  over  until  the  first  paycheck. 

(d)  The  Sute  agency  would  notify  the  recipient,  either  by  phone  or  in  writing,  of  the  purpose  and 
need  for  the  90-day  meeting,  and  the  State  agency  would  be  required  to  make  additional 
anempts  at  notification  if  the  recipient  foiled  to  appear. 

(e)  For  persons  re-entering  the  JOBS  program  Oncluding  those  previously  assigned  deferred)  with 
fewer  than  six  months  of  eligibility  remaining,  the  development/revision  of  the  employability 
plan  could  be  considered  the  90-day  meeting,  if  the  requisite  information  were  provided  at 
that  point.  In  the  case  of  an  individual  re-entering  with  fewer  than  90  days  of  eligibility,  the 
meeting  would  be  held  at  the  earliest  possible  date. 

(f)  The  semiannual  assessment  could  be  treated  as  the  90-day  meeting,  provided  it  fell  withb  the 
final  six  months  of  eligibility.  Conversely,  the  90-day  assessment  would  meet  the 
requirement  for  an  semiannual  assessment. 

Worker  Support 

(g)  Sutes  would  be  encouraged  to  use  JOBS  or  WORK  funds  (from  the  capped  WORK 
allocation;  see  below),  to  provide  services  designed  to  help  persons  who  had  left  the  JOBS  or 
WORK  programs  for  employment  keep  those  jobs. 

Services  could  include  case  management,  work-related  supportive  services,  and  job  search  and 
job  placement  assistance  for  former  recipients  who  had  lost  dieir  jobs.  Case  management 
could  entail  assistance  with  money  management,  mediation  between  employer  and  employee 
and  aid  in  applying  for  advance  payments  of  the  ETTC.  Work-related  supportive  services 
could  include  payments  for  licensing  or  certification  fees,  clothing  or  uniforms,  auto  repair  or 
other  transportation  expenses  and  emergency  child  care  expenses. 

15.       Extensions 

Specifications 

(a)  States  would  be  required  to  grant  extensions  to  persons  who  reached  the  time  limit  without 
having  had  adequate  access  to  the  services  specified  in  the  employability  plan.  In  instances  in 
which  a  State  failed  to  substantially  provide  the  services,  including  child  care,  called  for  in  the 
employability  plan,  the  State  would  be  required  to  grant  an  extension  equal  to  the  number  of 
months  needed  to  complete  the  activities  in  the  employability  plan  (up  to  a  limit  of  24 
months).  States  would  be  mandated  to  take  the  results  of  die  semiannual  assessment(s)  into 
account  in  determining  if  services  were  delivered  satisfactorily.  If  an  extension  were  granted 
on  the  grounds  of  inadequate  service  delivery,  the  employability  plan  could  be  revised,  as 
appropriate,  at  that  point.    Disagreements  about  revisions  to  the  plan  would  be  subject  to  the 
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same  dispute  resolution  and  sanctioning  procedures  as  was  the  initial  development  of  the  plan. 

(b)  If  the  State  agency  and  the  recipient  disagreed  with  respect  to  whether  services  were 
substantially  provided  and  hence  as  to  whether  the  recipient  was  entitled  to  an  extension,  the 
State  agency  would  be  mandated  to  inform  the  recipient  of  her  or  his  right  to  a  fair  hearing  on 
the  issue.  All  hearings  would  be  held  prior  to  the  end  of  the  individual's  24  months  of 
eligibility. 

(c)  In  a  fair  hearing  regarding  a  recipient's  claim  that  he  or  she  was  entitled  to  an  extension  due 
to  Sute  failure  to  make  available  the  services  in  the  employability  plan,  the  State  would  have 
to  show  what  services  were  provided.  A  recipient  would  be  entitled  to  an  extension  if  the 
hearing  officer  found  that  the  recipient  was  unable  to  complete  the  elements  of  the 
employability  plan  because  services,  including  necessary  supportive  services,  were  not 
available  for  a  significant  period  of  time.  If  it  were  determined  that  adequate  services  were 
not  provided,  an  extension  would  be  granted  and  the  recipient  and  Sute  agency  would  revise 
the  employability  plan,  as  appropriate  (see  above). 

(d)  Persons  enrolled  in  a  structured  learning  program  (including,  but  not  limited  to,  those  created 
under  the  School-to-Work  Opportunities  Act)  would  be  granted  an  extension  ug  to  age  22  for 
completion  of  such  a  program.  A  structured  learning  program  would  be  defined  as  a  program 
that  begins  at  the  secondary  school  level  and  continues  into  a  post-secondary  program  and  is 
designed  to  lead  to  a  degree  and/or  recognized  skills  certificate.  Such  extensions  would  not 
count  against  the  cap  on  extensions  (see  below). 

(e)  States  would  also  be  permitted,  but  not  required,  to  grant  extensions  of  the  time  limit  under 
the  circumstances  listed  below,  up  to  10%  of  all  adults  and  minor  parents  required  to  partici- 
pate in  JOBS  and  subjea  to  the  time  limit.  Extensions  due  to  Sute  failure  to  deliver  services, 
as  discussed  above,  would  be  counted  against  the  cap.  A  Sute  would,  however,  be  required 
to  grant  an  extension  if  services  were  not  provided,  regardless  of  whether  the  Sute  was  above 
or  below  the  10%  cap. 

(1)  For  completion  of  a  GED  program  (extension  limited  to  12  months). 

(2)  For  completion  of  a  certificate-granting  training  program  or  educational 
artivity,  including  post-secondary  education  or  a  structured  microenterprise 
program  expected  to  enhance  employability  or  income.  Extensions  to 
complete  a  two  or  four-year  college  degree  would  be  conditioned  on 
simultaneous  participation  in  a  work-study  program,  or  other  part-time  work 
(for  at  least  an  average  of  15  hours  per  week). 

The  extension  is  contingent  on  the  individual's  making  satisfactory  academic 
progress,  as  defmed  by  the  Higher  Education  Act  (extension  limited  to  24 
months). 

(3)  In  cases  of  persons  who  are  learning  disabled,  illiterate  or  who  face  language 
barriers  or  other  substantial  obsucles  to  employment.  This  would  include  a 
person  with  a  serious  learning  disability  whose  employability  plan  to  date  has 
been  designed  to  address  that  impediment  and  who  consequently  has  not  yet 
obuined  the  job  skills  training  needed  to  secure  employment  (extension  not 
limited  in  duration). 
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The  State  agency  would  be  required  to  set  a  duration  for  each  extension  granted,  sufficient  to, 
for  example,  finish  a  training  program  already  underway  or,  in  the  event  of  a  State  failure  to 
provide  services,  to  complete  the  activities  in  the  employability  plan. 

(0  Sutes  would  be  required  to  continue  providing  supportive  services  as  needed  to  persons  who 
bad  received  extensions  of  the  time  limit. 

(g)  A  State  would  be  permitted,  in  the  event  of  extraordinary  circumstances,  to  apply  to  the 
Secretary  to  have  its  cap  on  extensions  raised.  The  Secretary  would  be  required  to  make  a 
timely  response  to  such  requests  (see  Deferral  above). 

(h)  The  Secretary  would  develop  and  transmit  to  Congress  (see  Deferral  above),  by  a  specified 
date,  recommendations  regarding  the  level  of  the  cap  on  extensions;  the  Secretary  could,  as 
mentioned  above,  recommend  that  the  cap  be  raised,  lowered  or  maintained  at  ten  percent. 

16.       Qualifying  for  ADomoNAL  Months  of  Eugibojty 


Specifications 

(a)  Persons  who  had  left  AFDC  with  fewer  than  six  months  of  eligibiliFy  for  AFDC 
benefits/JOBS  participation  remaining  would  qualify  for  a  limited  number  of  additional 
months  of  eligibility,  to  serve  as  a  cushion.  An  individual  m  this  category  (fewer  than  6 
months  of  eligibility  remaining)  would  qualify  for  one  additional  month  of  eligibility  for  every 
four  months  during  which  the  individual  did  not  receive  AFDC  and  was  not  in  the  WORK 
program,  up  to  a  limit  of  six  months  of  eligibility  at  any  time. 

(b)  Persons  who  left  the  WORK  program  would  also  be  able  to  qualify  for  up  to  6  months  of 
eligibility  for  AFDC  benefits/JOBS  participation,  just  as  described  in  (a). 

(c)  Individuals  re-entering  the  AFDC  program  would  be  subject  to  tiae  up-front  job  search 
requirement,  as  described  above  under  JOBS  Services. 
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Current  law 

By  statute  JOBS  must  be  administered  by  the  IV-A  agency.  State  IV-A  agencies  may  delegate  to  or 
contract  (either  through  financial  or  non-financial  agreements)  with  other  entities  such  as  JTPA  to 
provide  a  broad  range  of  JOBS  services.  Vie  IV-A  agency  must  retain  overall  responsibility  fijr  the 
program  ftncluding  program  design,  policy-making,  establishing  program  participation  requirements) 
and  any  actions  that  involve  individuals  (including  determiruition  of  exemption  status,  determirmtion  of 
good  cause,  application  of  sanctions,  and  fair  hearings). 

HHS/ACF  makes  grants  to  the  IV-A  agency  based  on  the  allocation  formula  outlined  in  the  statute  and 
holds  the  IV-A  agency  accountable  for  meeting  participation  and  target  group  expenditure 
requirements  as  well  as  submitting  all  necessary  program  and  financial  reports. 

Vision 

JOBS  and  WORK  would  be  administered  by  the  IV-A  agency  unless  the  Governor  designates  another 
entity  to  administer  the  programs.  If  the  Governor  designates  an  agency  other  thanjhe  IV-A  agency 
to  administer  JOBS/WORK,  then  any  plan  or  other  document  submitted  to  HHS  to  operate  the 
programs  would  be  jointly  submitted  by  the  administering  entity  and  the  IV-A  agency. 

Based  on  the  Governor's  designation,  HHS/ACF  would  make  grants  to  the  administering  entity  and 
hold  that  entity  responsible  for  submitting  program  and  financial  reports  and  meeting  appropriate 
performance  standards. 

In  a  State  that  elects  to  operate  one-stop  career  centers,  JOBS/WORK  would  be  required  components 
of  the  one-stop  career  centers. 

17.        Overall  Administration 

Specifications 

(a)  JOBS  and  WORK  must  be  administered  by  the  same  State  entity. 

(b)  The  Governor  may  designate  the  agency  to  administer  JOBSAVORK.  In  the  absence  of  the 
designation  of  another  agency,  the  IV-A  agency  would  administer  JOBS/WORK. 

(c)  The  Governor  would  determine  whether  the  State  had  a  State-wide  one-stop  career  center 
system.  That  determination  would  be  made  at  least  every  two  years.  If  the  Governor 
determined  that  the  State  had  such  a  system,  the  JOBSAVORK  program  would  participate  in 
the  operation  of  the  one-stop  career  centers.  The  Governor  would  make  one-stop  career 
center  services  available  to  the  participants  in  the  JOBS/WORK  components. 

(d)  If  the  Governor  designated  an  entity  other  than  the  IV-A  agency,  then  that  agency  and  the  IV- 
A  agency  would  have  to  enter  into  a  written  agreement  outlining  their  respective  roles  in 
carrying  out  JOBSAVORK. 

(e)  If  the  IV-A  agency  reuined  administration  of  JOBS,  it  would  have  the  option  of  contracting 
with  another  entity  or  entities  to  carry  out  any  and  all  functions  related  to  JOBSAVORK.  All 
contracts  and  agreements  with  such  entities  would  be  written. 
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(f)  If  the  Governor  designated  an  entity  other  than  the  IV-A  agency,  then  that  agency  and  the  IV- 
A  agency  would  be  required  to  jointly  submit  any  plan  required  to  operate  JOBS/WORK  to 
theSecretary  of  HHS. 

(g)  Upon  notification  by  the  Governor  of  the  designation  of  an  entity  other  than  the  IV-A  agency 
to  administer  JOBSAVORK,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  would  make  all 
grant  awards  and  hold  accountable  for  all  financial  and  t^ortiag  requirements  the  designated 
entity. 

18.  Specific  RESPONsmiUTTES  of  the  rV-A  Agency 

Specifications 

(a)  No  maaer  which  entity  has  responsibility  for  JOBS/WORK,  the  IV-A  agency  must  retam 
responsibility  for: 

(1)  Determining  eligibility  for  AFDC; 

(2)  Tracking  and  notifying  femilies  subjea  to  the  time  limit  of  months  left  of 
eligibility;  "* 

(3)  Applying  sanctions; 

(4)  Making  supplemental  payments  to  eligible  WORK  participants  and 
determining  continuing  eligibility  for  WORK  and  for  AFDC  payments; 

(5)  Notifying  the  JOBSAVORK  agency  at  least  120  days  before  an  individual's 
two-year  time  limit  was  up  so  that  appropriate  steps  (e.g.,  job  search)  could 
be  taken;  and 

(6)  Holding  foir  hearings  regarding  time  limits  and  cash  benefits. 

19.  Other  Areas  of  RESPONsmu-mr 

Specifications 

(a)  In  States  where  an  entity  other  than  the  IV-A  agency  is  responsible  for  JOBS/WORK,  we 
propose  to  give  States  the  flexibility  to  determine  how  the  following  fimaions  are  carried  out. 
The  State  plan  would  have  to  contain  specific  information  detailing  how  the  Sute  intended  to 
carry  out  the  following  functions: 

(1)  Determining  deferral  status; 

(2)  Granting  extensions  to  the  time  limits;  and 

(3)  Providing  secondary  reviews  and  hearings  on  issues  specifically  related  to 
JOBS  or  WORK  participation. 
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Current  Law 

TTiere  is  at  present  under  Title  rv  no  work  program  of  the  type  envisioned  here.  States  are  presently 
permitted  to  operate  on-the-job  traimng,  work  supplementation  and  community  work  experience 
programs  as  part  of  the  JOBS  program  (Section  482(e)  and  482(f).  Social  Security  Aa,  45  CFR 
250.61,  250.62,  250.63).  Regulations,  however,  explicitly  prohibit  States  from  operating  a  program 
of  public  service  employment  under  the  JOBS  umbrella  (45  CFR  250.47). 

Vision 

The  focus  of  the  transitional  assistance  program  would  be  helping  people  move  from  welfare  to 
unsubsidized  employment.  The  two-year  time  limit  for  cash  assistance  not  contingent  on  work  is  part 
of  this  effort.  Some  recipients  will,  however,  reach  the  two-year  time  limit  without  having  found  a 
Job,  despite  having  participated  satisfaaorily  in  the  JOBS  program.  We  are  committed  to  providing 
them  with  the  opportunity  to  work  to  help  support  their  families.  The  design  of  the  WORK  program 
will  be  guided  by  a  principle  central  to  the  reform  effort,  that  persons  who  work  should  be  no  worse 
off  than  those  who  are  not  working. 

The  WORK  program  would  make  work  assignments  (hereafter  WORK  assignments)  in  the  public, 
private  and  non-profit  seaors  available  to  persons  who  had  reached  the  time  limit.  States  would  be 
required  to  create  a  minimum  number  of  WORK  assignments,  but  would  otherwise  be  given 
considerable  flexibility  in  the  expenditure  of  WORK  program  funds.  For  example.  States  would  be 
permitted  to  contraa  with  private  firms  and  not-for-profiis  to  place  persons  in  subsidized  or 
unsubsidized  private  sector  jobs. 

The  WORK  program  would  take  the  form  of  a  work-for-wages  structure.  Participants  in  WORK 
assignments  would  be  paid  for  hours  worked;  individuals  who  missed  work  would  not  be  paid  for 
those  hours. 

Dennition:  The  terms  'WORK  assignment'  and  'WORK  position'  are  defined  as  a  job  in  the  public, 
private  or  not-for^rofit  sectors  to  which  an  individual  is  currently  assigned  under  tlie  WORK 
program. 

20.       Establishment  op  a  WORK  Program 

Specifications 

(a)  Each  State  would  be  required  to  operate  a  WORK  program  making  WORK  assignments 
available  to  persons  who  had  reached  the  24-month  time  limit  for  AFDC  benefits  not 
conditioned  upon  work. 
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21.       WORK  Funding 
Specifications 

(a)  There  would  be  two  WORK  program  fiinding  streams: 

1)  A  capped  entitlement  which  would  be  distributed  to  States  according  to  the 
sum  of  the  average  monthly  number  of  persons  required  to  participate  m  JOBS 
(and  subject  to  the  time  limit)  and  the  average  monthly  number  of  persons  in 
the  WORK  program  in  a  State  relative  to  the  number  in  all  States. 

2)  An  uncapped  entitlement  to  reimburse  Sutes  for  wages  paid  to  WORK 
program  participants,  which  would  include  wage  subsidies  to  private,  for- 
profit  employers. 

The  capped  entitlement  would  be  for  WORK  operational  costs,  which  would  include 
expenditures  to  develop  WORK  assignments,  placement  bonuses  to  contractors  and  spending 
on  other  WORK  program  services  such  as  supervised  job  search. 

(b)  A  State  would  receive  matching  funds,  up  to  the  amount  of  the  capped'allocation,  for 
expenditures  for  WORK  operational  costs  at  the  WORK  match  rate,  which  would  be  set  at  the 
same  level  as  the  JOBS  match  rate  (as  described  in  JOBS  Fiindino  above).  For  expenditures 
on  wages  to  WORK  participants,  including  wage  subsidies  to  private  employers,  a  State 
would  be  reimbursed  at  its  FMAP. 

EXAMPLE:  State  A's  allocation  (annual)  from  the  capped  WORK  entitlement  for  FY  99  is 
$1.5  million.  The  State's  WORK  (and  JOBS)  match  rate  is  75  percent  and  its 
FMAP  is  50  percent.  The  State  spends  a  total  of  $5.2  million  on  the  WORK 
program-$1.6  million  to  develop  the  WORK  assignments,  make  performance- 
based  payments  to  placement  contractors,  and  provide  job  search  services  and 
S3.6  million  on  wage  subsidies  to  private  employers  and  wages  for  WORK 
participants  b  the  public  and  not-for-profit  sectors.  State  A  would  be 
reimbursed  for  the  $1.6  million  in  spending  on  operational  costs  at  the  75 
percent  capped  allocation  match  rate,  for  a  total  of  $1.2  million  in  reimburse- 
ment at  that  rate.  For  the  $3.6  million  in  expenditures  on  WORK  wages,  the 
State  would  be  reimbursed  at  the  FMAP,  for  $1.8  million  in  Federal  dollars 
from  the  uncapped  stream  and  a  total  of  $3  million  in  Federal  matching  funds. 

As  discussed  in  JOBS  Finding  above,  the  enhanced  match  rate  would  become  effective  upon 
statewide  implementation  of  the  new  legislation,  provided  the  State  met  the  maintenance  of 
effort  requirement  concerning  its  total  spending  for  JOBS,  WORK  and  for  IV-A,  Transitional 
and  At-Risk  Child  Care.  Prior  to  statewide  implementation,  the  WORK  match  rate  would  be 
set  at  the  higher  of  FMAP  and  60  percent. 

(c)  The  WORK  capped  entitlement  would  be  set  at  $200  million  for  FY  1998,  $700  million  for 
FY  1999,  $1.1  billion  for  FY  2000,  $1.3  bUlion  for  FY  2001,  $1.4  bUlion  for  FY  2002,  $1.6 
billion  for  FY  2003  and  $1.7  billion  for  FY  2004.  For  fiscal  year  2005  and  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter,  the  level  of  the  WORK  capped  entitlement  would  be  set  at  $1.7  billion  adjusted  for 
inflation  by  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI)  and  for  the  increase  over  time  in  the  relative  size 
of  the  phased-in  group. 
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(d)  As  discussed  above  (see  JOBS  Funding),  a  Sute  would  be  permitted  to  reallocate  up  to  10% 
of  the  combined  total  of  its  JOBS  and  WORK  allotments  from  its  JOBS  program  to  its  WORK 
program,  and  vice  versa.  A  Sute  would  be  permitted  to  reallocate  up  to  10%  of  its  JOBS 
funding  for  FY  97  (the  year  prior  to  implementation  of  the  WORK  program)  to  cover  WORK 
program  start-up  costs. 

(e)  If,  as  described  in  JOBS  FLfNDiNO,  the  States  were  not  able  to  claim  all  available  Federal 
JOBS  and  WORK  funding  (WORK  capped  entitlement)  for  a  fiscal  year,  a  State  would  be 
able  to  draw  down  Federal  funds,  for  WORK  spending  on  operational  costs,  in  excess  of  its 
allotment  from  the  capped  entitlement. 

(f)  As  discussed  in  JOBS  pLfNDiNO  above,  if  the  rate  of  total  unemployment  in  a  State  for  a  fiscal 
year  equaled  or  exceeded  the  (total  unemployment  rate)  trigger  for  an  extended  benefit  period 
(currently  6.5  percent),  and  the  Sute's  total  unemployment  rate  for  that  fiscal  year  equaled  or 
exceeded  110  percent  of  that  rate  for  either  (or  both)  of  the  two  preceding  fiscal  years,  the 
State  match  rate  for  JOBS,  WORK  and  At-Risk  Child  Care  for  that  fiscal  year  would  be 
reduced  by  ten  percent. 

(g)  The  capped  entitlement  for  WORK  for  a  fiscal  year  would  rise  by  2.5  percent  if  the  average 
national  total  unemployment  rate  for  the  last  two  quarters  of  the  previous  fiscal  year  or  the 
first  two  quarters  of  that  fiscal  year  equaled  7  percent.  For  each  tenth  of  a  p^centage  point 
by  which  the  national  unemployment  rate  for  either  of  those  two-quarter  periods  exceeded  7 
percent,  the  WORK  cap  would  be  increased  by  an  additional  .25  percent,  (identical  to  the 
provision  concerning  lifting  the  cap  on  JOBS  funding;  see  JOBS  Fin<DiNa) 

22.       FLEXiBELrrv 

Specifications 

(a)  States  would  enjoy  wide  disaetion  concerning  the  spending  of  WORK  program  funds.  A 
State  could  pursue  any  of  a  wide  range  of  strategies  to  provide  work  to  those  who  had 
reached  the  two-year  time  limit,  including: 

•  Offer  wage  subsidies  and  other  incentives  to  for-profit,  not-for-profit  and 
public  employers; 

•  Execute  performance-based  contracts  with  private  firms,  not-for-profit  or 
public  organizations  to  place  WORK  participants  in  unsubsidized  jobs; 

•  Make  payments  to  not-for-profit  employers  to  defray  the  cost  of  supervising 
WORK  participants; 

•  Support  microenterprise  and  self-employment  efforts;  or 

•  Make  payments  to  not-for-profit  employers  and  public  agencies  to  employ 
participants  in  temporary  projects  designed  to  address  community  needs,  such 
as  projects  to  enhance  neighborhood  infrastructure  and  provide  other 
community  services,  or  to  employ  participants  as,  for  example,  mentors  to 
teen  parents  on  assistance. 

•  Employ  WORK  participants  as  child  care  workers  or  home  health  aides. 
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The  approaches  above  would  be  listed  in  sutute  as  examples,  but  States  would  not  be 
restricted  to  these  strategies. 

23.  Limits  on  Subsidies  to  Employers 
Spwifications 

(a)  An  individual  could  hold  a  particular  WORK  assignment  Q.e.,  the  WORK  subsidy  could  be 
paid)  for  no  more  than  12  months.  Ideally,  after  the  subsidy  ended,  the  employer  would 
retain  the  WORK  participant  in  unsubsidized  employment.  After  completing  an  assignment, 
an  individual  could  not  be  reassigned  to  the  same  WORK  position. 

(b)  The  Secretary  may  adopt,  as  necessary,  regulations  to  assure  die  appropriate  use  of  the  wage 
subsidy  (e.g.,  to  prevent  fraud  and  abuse). 

24.  Coordination 
Spggifig^tions 

(a)  The  agency  administering  the  WORK  program  would  be  required  to  coordinate  delivery  of 
WORK  services  with  the  public,  private  and  not-for-profit  sectors,  including  local 
government,  large  and  small  businesses.  United  Ways,  voluntary  agencies  and  community- 
based  organizations  (CBOs).  Particular  attention  should  be  paid  to  involving  the  breadth  of 
the  community  in  the  development  of  the  WORK  program  in  that  locality. 

(b)  The  Sute  would  be  required  to  designate  in  the  State  plan,  or  describe  a  process  for 
designating,  bodies  to  serve  as  WORK  advisory/planning  boards  for  each  JTPA  Service 
Delivery  Area  in  the  State  (or  for  such  larger  or  smaller  area  as  the  State  deems  appropriate). 
The  WORK  planning  board,  which  could  be  either  an  existing  or  a  new  body,  would  assist 
the  administering  entity  in  operating  the  WORK  program  in  that  area.  The  State  would  be 
mandated  to  involve  local  eleaed  officials  in  the  designation  or  establishment  of  such  boards. 

The  planning  board  would  work  in  conjunction  with  the  WORK  program  agency  to  identify 
potential  WORK  assignments  and  opportunities  for  movement  into  unsubsidized  employment, 
and  to  develop  methods  to  ensure  compliance  with  the  requirements  relating  to  nondisplacem- 
ent,  working  conditions  and  coord'mation  (as  described  in  this  seaion).  WORK  planning 
boards  would  have  to  mclude  union  and  private,  public  (including  units  of  general  purpose 
local  government)  and  not-for-profit  (including  CBOs)  sector  representation. 

(c)  States  would  have  to  establish  a  process  by  which  WORK  planning  boards  could  submit 
comments  regarding  the  development  of  the  State  plan. 

(d)  The  WORK  agency  would  be  required  to  include  in  the  State  plan  provisions  for  coordination 
with  the  State  comprehensive  reemployment  system  (including  the  Employment  Service)  and 
other  relevant  employment  and  public  service  programs  in  the  public,  private  and  not-for- 
profit  sectors,  including  efforts  supported  by  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  or  the  National 
and  Community  Service  Trust  Act  of  1993. 
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25.  Retention  Records 

Specifications 

(a)  States  would  be  required  to  keep  a  record  of  the  rate  at  which  employers  (public,  private  and 
not-for-profit)  retained  WORK  program  participants  (after  the  subsidies  ended).  Similarly, 
States  would  be  mandated  to  monitor  the  performance  of  placement  firms. 

26.  NONDlSPLACEMEhrr 

Specifications 

(a)  The  assignment  of  a  participant  to  a  subsidized  job  under  the  WORK  program  would  not  — 

(1)  result  in  the  displacement  of  any  currently  employed  worker,  including  partial 
displacement  such  as  a  reduction  in  the  hours  of  non-overtime  work,  wages  or 
employment  benefits; 

(2)  impair  existing  contracts  for  services  or  collective  bargaining  agreements; 

(3)  infringe  upon  the  promotional  opportunities  of  any  currently  employed 
worker; 

(4)  result  in  the  employment  of  the  participant  or  filling  of  a  position  when  — 

(a)  any  other  person  is  on  layoff,  on  strike  or  has  been  locked  out  from, 
or  has  recall  rights  to,  the  same  or  a  substantially  equivalent  job  or 
position  with  the  same  employer;  or 

(b)  the  employer  has  terminated  any  regular  employee  or  otherwise 
reduced  its  work  force  with  the  effect  of  filling  the  vacancy  so  created 
with  such  participant;  or 

(5)  result  in  filling  a  vacancy  for  a  position  in  a  State  or  local  government  agency 
for  which  Sute  or  local  funds  have  been  budgeted  and  are  available,  unless 
such  agency  has  been  unable  to  fill  such  vacancy  with  a  qualified  applicant 
through  such  agency's  regular  employee  seleaion  procedure  during  a  period 
of  not  less  than  60  days. 

(b)  A  participant  would  not  be  assigned  to  a  position  with  a  private,  not-for-profit  entity  to  carry 
out  activities  that  are  the  same  or  substantially  equivalent  to  activities  that  have  been  regularly 
carried  out  by  a  State  or  local  government  agency  in  the  same  local  area,  unless  such 
placement  meets  the  nondisplacement  requirements  described  in  this  section  of  the 
specifications. 


(c)  No  participant  would  be  assigned  to  a  position  to  perform  work  under  a  contract  for  services 
for  the  first  90  days  after  the  commencement  of  such  contract  if  such  contract  immediately 
succeeds  a  contract  for  services  under  which  an  employee  covered  by  a  collective  bargaining 
agreement  performed  the  same  or  substantially  similar  work  for  another  employer. 

27.        Grievance,  Arbitration  and  Remedies 

Specifications 

(a)  Each  State  would  establish  and  maintain  grievance  procedures  for  resolving  complaints  by 
regular  employees  or  their  representatives  alleging  violations  of  the  nondisplacement 
provisions  described  above  and  the  requirements  relating  to  wages,  benefits  or  working 
conditions  described  in  these  specifications. 

(b)  Hearings  on  any  grievance  filed  pursuant  to  the  provision  above  would  be  conducted  within 
30  days  of  the  filing  of  such  grievance  and  a  decision  would  have  to  be  made  within  60  days 
of  the  filing.  Except  for  complaints  alleging  fraud  or  criminal  activity,  a  grievance  would  be 
made  not  later  than  45  days  after  the  date  of  the  alleged  occurrence. 

(c)  Upon  receiving  a  decision,  or  if  60  days  has  elapsed  without  a  decision  being  made,  a 
grievant  may  do  either  of  the  following:  ~*' 

(1)  fde  an  appeal  as  provided  for  in  the  State's  procedures  or  in  regulations 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary,  or 

(2)  submit  such  grievance  to  binding  arbitration  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  section. 

Arbitration 

(d)  In  accordance  with  the  appeal/arbitration  provision  above,  on  the  occurrence  of  an  adverse 
grievance  decision,  or  60  days  after  the  filing  of  such  grievance  if  no  decision  has  been 
reached,  the  party  filing  the  grievance  would  be  permitted  to  submit  such  grievance  to  binding 
arbitration  before  a  qualified  arbitrator  who  was  jointly  selected  and  independent  of  the 

■  interested  parties. 

(e)  If  the  parties  could  not  agree  on  an  arbitrator,  the  Governor  would  appoint  an  arbitrator  ft^om 
a  list  of  qualified  arbitrators  within  15  days  of  receiving  a  request  for  such  appointment  from 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  grievance. 

(0  An  arbitration  proceeding  conducted  as  described  here  would  be  held  not  later  than  45  days 
after  the  request  for  such  arbitration,  or  if  the  arbitrator  were  appointed  by  the  Governor  (as 
described  above)  not  later  than  30  days  after  such  appointment,  and  a  decision  concerning 
such  grievance  would  be  made  not  later  than  30  days  after  the  date  of  such  arbitration 
proceeding. 

(g)  The  cost  of  the  arbitration  proceeding  conducted  as  described  here  would  in  general  be 
divided  evenly  between  the  parties  to  the  arbitration.  If  a  grievant  prevails  in  such  an 
arbitration  proceeding,  the  party  found  in  violation  would  pay  the  total  cost  of  such 
proceeding  and  the  attorney's  fees  of  the  grievant. 
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(h)  Suits  to  enforce  arbitration  awards  under  this  section  may  be  brou^t  in  any  distria  court  of 
tlie  United  States  having  jurisdiction  over  the  parties,  without  regard  to  the  amount  in 
conuoversies  and  without  regard  to  the  citizenship  of  the  parties. 

Remedies 

0)         Remedies  for  a  grievance  filed  under  this  section  include  - 

(1)  suspension  of  payments  for  assistance  under  this  title; 

(2)  the  termination  of  such  payments; 

(3)  the  prohibition  of  the  placement  of  a  participant; 

(4)  reinstatement  of  a  displaced  employee  to  the  position  held  by  such  employee 
prior  to  displacement; 

(5)  payment  of  lost  wages  and  benefits  of  the  displaced  employee; 

(6)  reestablishment  of  other  relevant  terms,   conditions  and  pdsiuleges  of  the 
displaced  employee;  and 

(7)  such  equitable  relief  as  is  necessary  to  correct  a  violation  or  to  make  a 
displaced  employee  whole. 

28.       Written  Nc3tification  op  Labor  Organizations 

Specifications 

(a)  No  WORK  position  could  be  established  with  an  employer  unless  the  local  labor  organization 
representing  employees  of  such  employer  who  were  engaged  in  the  same  or  substantially 
similar  work  as  that  proposed  to  be  carried  out  under  such  position  had  been  provided  written 
notification  of  the  initial  assignment  of  a  participant  to  such  a  position  not  less  than  30  days 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  such  an  assignment  No  such  notification  would  be  required 
with  respect  to  the  subsequent  assignment  of  participants  to  the  same  position  with  the  same 
employer. 

(b)  If  a  local  organization  which  was  provided  notice  of  an  assignment  pursuant  to  (a)  above 
objected  to  an  assignment  of  a  participant  on  the  basis  that  such  assignment  would  violate  the 
requirements  relating  to  nondisplacement,  wages,  benefits  or  working  conditions  as  described 
in  these  specifications,  such  organizations  could,  as  an  alternative  to  the  grievance  procedures 
as  described  above,  file  a  complaint  pursuant  to  an  expedited  grievance  procedure.  Such 
expedited  procedure  would  be  carried  out  in  accordance  with  the  binding  arbitration 
procedures  described  above,  except  that- 

(I)        the  request  for  arbitration  would  have  to  be  filed  within  30  days  of  receiving 
written  notice 
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(2)  the  arbitrator  would  be  jointly  selected  by  the  parties  not  later  than  10  days 
after  the  request  for  arbitration,  or,  if  the  parties  were  unable  to  agree, 
appointed  by  the  Federal  Mediation  and  Conciliation  Service  (or  another 
entity,  if  agreed  to  by  the  parties)  not  later  than  15  days  after  the  request  for 
arbitration,  and 

(3)  the  arbitration  proceeding  would  be  conduaed  and  a  decision  issued  not  later 
than  30  days  after  the  request  for  arbitration. 

(c)  If  a  local  organization  filed  a  complaint  pursuant  to  the  expedited  grievance  procedure 
described  in  this  section  of  the  specifications,  a  participant  could  not  be  placed  in  the 
prospective  WORK  position  that  was  the  subject  of  the  complaint  until  it  was  determined, 
pursuant  to  the  expedited  grievance  procedure,  that  such  placement  would  not  be  in  violation 
of  any  of  the  relevant  provisions  in  these  specifications. 

29.        WORK  ELiGiBrLiTY  Cwterm  and  Registration  Process 

Specifications 

(a)  Recipients  who  had  reached  the  two-year  time  limit  for  AFDC  benefits  not  contingent  upon 
work  and  who  otherwise  met  the  AFDC  eligibility  criteria  (e.g.,  income  and  asset  limits) 
would  be  eligible  to  enter  the  WORK  program. 

(b)  States  would  be  mandated  to  describe  the  WORK  program,  including  the  terms  and  conditions 
of  participation,  to  all  recipients  at  least  90  days  before  they  were  slated  to  reach  the  24- 
month  time  limit  (see  Transition  to  WorkAVORK  above).  Recipients  who  had  reached  the 
24-month  time  limit  would  be  required  to  register  for  the  WORK  program  in  order  to  be 
eligible  for  either  a  WORK  assignment  or  for  AFDC  benefits  while  awaiting  a  WORK 
position  (see  Aluxiation  op  WORK  Assignments/Interim  AcnvmES  below). 

(c)  States  would  be  required  to  establish  a  registration  process  for  the  WORK  program.  The 
registration  process  would  in  general  include  an  assessment  for  the  purpose  of  match'mg  the 
participant  with  a  WORK  assignment  which  the  individual  had  the  ability  to  perform  and 
which  would  assist  him  or  her  in  securing  unsubsidized  employment.  The  agency  would  be 
expected  to  draw  upon  an  individual's  JOBS  case  record  in  making  such  an  assessment. 
States  would  be  prohibited  from  denying  an  eligible  individual  (as  described  above)  entry  into 
the  WORK  program,  provided  he  or  she  followed  the  registration  procedure. 

(d)  Only  one  parent  in  an  AFDC-UP  family  would  be  required  to  participate  in  the  WORK 
program.   States  would,  however,  have  the  option  of  requiring  both  parents  to  participate. 

(e)  An  individual  who  had  exited  the  system  after  having  reached  the  time  limit  or  after  having 
entered  the  WORK  program,  but  bad  not  qualified  for  any  additional  months  of  AFDC 
benefits/JOBS  participation  (see  Quaufying  for  Additional  Months  of  Eugibility 
above)  would  be  permitted  to  enroll,  or  re-enroll,  in  the  WORK  program. 

EXAMPLE: 

A  WORK  program  paiticipant  Andi  *  pnv&te  toctor  job  and  leave*  the  WORK  progrsm,  but  u  laid  ofT  after  juat  one 
monlh,  before  qualifying  for  any  monlhi  of  AFDC  beneHca/JOBS  panicipalion  (aee  above).  Thii  penon  would  be 
eligible  for  the  WORK  program. 
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(f)  Sutes  would  be  required,  for  persons  in  WORK  assignments,  to  condua  a  WORK  eligibility 
determination  (similar  to  an  AFDC  eligibility  determination  in  all  respects,  except  that  WORK 
wages  would  not  be  included  in  countable  income;  see  below)  on  a  semiannual  basis.  If  the 
circumstances  of  an  individual  in  a  WORK  assignment  changed  (e.g.,  increase  in  earned 
income,  marriage)  such  that  the  family  were  no  longer  eligible  for  AFDC,  the  participant 
would  be  permitted  to  remain  in  the  WORK  assignment  until  the  semiannual  redetermination. 
An  individual  found  to  be  ineligible  for  the  WORK  program  as  of  the  redetermination, 
however,  would  not  be  permitted  to  continue  in  that  WORK  assignment.  Persons  found  to  be 
ineligible  for  the  WORK  program  would  not  have  access  to  a  WORK  assignment,  other 
WORK  program  services  or  to  the  AFDC  benefits  provided  to  persons  in  the  WORK  program 
who  were  not  in  WORK  assignments. 

(g)  WORK  wages  would  not  be  included  in  countable  income  for  purposes  of  determining  WORK 
eligibility.  WORK  wages  would  be  included  in  countable  income  for  purposes  of  calculating 
any  supplemental  AFDC  benefit  (see  below). 

30.       Allocation  of  WORK  Assignments/Interim  AcnvmEs 

Spe<;ifi(;?tions 

(a)  The  entity  administering  the  WORK  program  in  a  locality  would  be  required  to  keep  an 
updated  tally  of  all  WORK  registrants  awaiting  WORK  assignments  (as  opposed  to,  for 
example,  WORK  participants  who  had  been  referred  to  a  placement  contractor).  WORK 
positions  would  not  be  allocated  strictly  on  a  first-come,  first-served  basis.  An  individual 
whose  sanction  period  had  just  ended  would  be  placed  in  a  new  WORK  assignment  as  rapidly 
as  possible.  Among  other  WORK  participants,  persons  new  to  the  WORK  program  would 
have  priority  for  WORK  assignments  over  persons  who  had  previously  held  a  WORK  posi- 
tion. 

(b)  States  would  have  the  option  of  requiring  persons  who  were  awaiting  WORK  assignments  to 
participate  in  other  WORK  program  activities  (e.g.,  individual  or  group  job  search,  arranging 
for  child  care,  self-initiated  activities),  and  to  establish  mechanisms  for  monitoring 
participation  in  such  activities.  Persons  in  this  waiting  status  could  include  WORK 
participants  who  bad  completed  an  initial  WORK  assignment  without  finding  unsubsidized 
employment,  participants  whose  assignments  ended  prematurely  for  reasons  other  than  the 
participant's  misconduct,  and  individuals  awaiting  a  hearing  concerning  misconduct. 
Individuals  who  failed  to  comply  with  such  participation  requirements  would  be  subject  to 
sanction  as  described  below  (see  Sanctions). 

(c)  States  would  be  required  to  provide  child  care  and  other  supportive  services  as  needed  to 
participate  in  the  interim  WORK  program  activities  (described  atx>ve). 

(d)  The  family  of  a  person  who  was  in  the  WORK  program  but  not  in  a  WORK  assignment  (e.g., 
awaiting  an  assignment  or  in  an  alternate  WORK  activity)  would  receive  AFDC  benefits, 
provided  that  the  individual  were  complying  with  any  applicable  requirements  (as  described 
above). 

(e)  Participants  who  left  a  WORK  assignment  for  good  cause  (see  Sanctions  below)  would  be 
placed  in  another  WORK  assignment  or  enrolled  in  an  interim  or  alternate  WORK  program 
activity  (e.g.,  job  search  until  a  WORK  assignment  became  available).  Such  persons  and 
their  families  would  be  eligible  for  AFDC  benefits  (as  outlined  above). 
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(f)  In  localities  in  which  the  WORK  program  was  administered  by  an  entity  other  than  the  IV-A 
agency,  the  IV-A  agency  would  still  be  responsible  for  AFDC  benefits  to  families  described 
in  10(d).  States  would  not  be  permitted  to  distinguish  between  such  families  and  other  AFDC 
recipients  with  respect  to  the  determination  of  eligibility  and  calculation  of  benefits-States 
could  not  apply  a  stricter  standard  or  provide  a  lower  level  of  benefits  to  persons  on  the 
waiting  list. 

31.  HotmsppWoRK 

Sp^ificatigns 

(a)  States  would  have  the  flexibility  to  determine  the  number  of  hours  for  each  WORK 
assignment.  The  number  of  hours  for  a  WORK  assignment  could  vary  depending  on  the 
namre  of  the  position.  WORK  assignments  would  have  to  be  for  at  least  an  average  of  15 
hours  per  week  during  a  month  and  for  no  more  than  an  average  of  40  hours  per  week  during 
a  month. 

Each  State  would  be  required,  to  the  extent  possible,  to  set  the  hours  and  wage  rates  for 
WORK  assigimients  such  that  the  wages  from  a  WORK  assignment  represented  at  least  75 
percent  of  the  total  of  the  wages  and  AFDC  benefits  received  by  a  WORK  participant.  This 
would  be  a  State  plan  requirement. 

32.  Earnings  Sijpplementation 

Specifications 

(a)  In  instances  in  which  the  family  income  of  an  individual  who  had  reached  the  time  limit  and 
was  working  in  either  a  WORK  assigimient  or  an  unsubsidized  job  that  met  the  minimum 
work  standard  was  not  equal  to  the  AFDC  benefit  for  a  family  of  that  size,  the  individual  and 
his/her  family  would  receive  an  AFDC  benefit  sufficient  to  leave  the  femily  no  worse  off  than 
a  family  of  the  same  size  that  was  on  AFDC  and  had  no  earned  income. 

(b)  With  respect  to  eligibility  and  benefit  determination,  AFDC  benefits  for  families  described  in 
(a)  above  would  be  identical  to  AFDC  benefits  for  persons  who  had  not  reached  the  two-year 
time  limit,  except  that  the  supplemental  AFDC  benefit  would  not  be  adjusted  up  due  to  failure 
to  work  the  set  number  of  hours  for  a  WORK  assignment. 

(c)  The  work  expense  disregard  for  the  purpose  of  calculating  any  supplemental  AFDC  benefit 
would  be  set  at  the  same  level  as  the  standard  $120  work  expense  disregard.  States  which 
opted  for  more  generous  earnings  disregard  policies  would  be  permitted  but  not  required  to 
apply  these  policies  to  WORK  wages. 

33.  Treatment  op  WORK  Wages  with  Respect  to  BENEPrrs  and  Taxes 

Specifi(;9ti(?n? 

(a)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  specifications,  wages  from  WORK  assignments  would 
treated  as  earned  income  with  respect  to  Federal  and  Federal-State  assistance  progranu  other 
than  AFDC  (e.g.,  food  stamps,  SSI,  Medicaid,  public  and  Section  8  housing). 
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(b)  WORK  registrants  and  their  fiamilies  would  be  treated  as  AFDC  recipients  with  respect  to 
Medicaid  eligibility,  i.e.,  they  would  be  categorically  eligible  for  Medicaid  (pending 
implementation  of  the  Health  Security  Act).  Persons  who  left  the  WORK  program  for 
unsubsidized  employment  would,  as  with  former  APDC  recipients,  be  eligible  for  transitional 
Medicaid. 

(c)  Persons  in  WORK  assignments  would  be  subject  to  PICA  taxes.  States  would  be  required  to 
ensure  that  the  corresponding  employer  contribution  for  OASDI  and  HI  was  made,  either  by 
the  employer  or  by  the  entity  administering  the  WORK  program  (or  through  another  method). 

(d)  Earnings  from  WORK  positions  would  not  be  subject  to  tax,  would  not  be  treated  as  earned 
income  or  mcluded  in  adjusted  gross  income  for  purposes  of  calculating  the  Earned  Income 
Tax  Credit,  and  would  not  be  treated  as  qualified  wages  for  purposes  of  the  Targeted  Jobs 
Tax  Credit. 

(e)  The  employment  of  participants  under  the  WORK  program  would  not  be  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  any  Federal  or  State  unemployment  compensation  law. 

(f)  To  the  extent  that  a  State  workers'  compensation  law  were  ^plicable,  workers'  compensation 
in  accordance  with  such  law  would  be  available  with  respect  to  WORK  participants.  To  the 
extent  that  such  law  were  not  applicable,  WORK  participants  would  be  provided  with  medical 
and  accident  proteaion  for  on-site  injury  at  the  same  level  and  to  the  same  extent  as  that 
required  under  the  relevant  State  workers'  compensation  statute. 

(g)  WORK  program  funds  would  not  be  available  for  contributions  to  a  retirement  plan  on  behalf 
of  any  participant. 

(h)  With  respea  to  the  distribution  of  child  support,  WORK  participants  would  be  treated  exactly 
as  individuals  who  had  reached  the  time  limit  and  were  working  in  unsubsidized  jobs  meeting 
the  minimum  work  standard.  In  instances  in  which  the  WORK  participant  were  receiving 
AFDC  benefits  in  addition  to  WORK  wages,  child  support  would  be  treated  just  as  it  would 
for  any  other  family  receiving  AFDC  benefits  (generally,  a  $50  pass-through,  with  the  IV-A 
agency  retaining  the  remainder  to  ofiEset  the  cost  of  the  supplemental  AFDC  benefits). 

34.       Supportive  Services/Worker  Support 

Specific^tign? 

(a)  States  would  be  required  to  guarantee  child  care  for  any  person  in  a  WORK  assignment,  as 
with  JOBS  program  participants  under  current  law  (Section  402(g)(1),  Social  Security  Act). 
Similarly,  States  would  be  mandated  to  provide  other  work-related  supportive  services  as 
needed  for  participation  in  the  WORK  program  (as  with  JOBS  participants.  Section  402(g)(2), 
Social  Security  Act). 

(b)  Sutes  would  be  permitted  to  make  supportive  services  available  to  WORK  participants  who 
were  engaged  b  approved  education  and  training  activities  in  addition  to  a  WORK  assignment 
or  other  WORK  program  activity.  In  other  words,  a  State  could,  but  would  not  be  required 
to,  provide  child  care  or  other  supportive  services  to  enable  a  WORK  participant  to,  for 
example,  also  take  a  vocational  education  course  at  a  community  college. 
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35.       Wages  and  Workino  Conditions 
Spegifiga^ionS 

(a)  Participants  employed  under  the  WORK  program  would  be  compensated  for  such  employment 
in  accordance  with  appropriate  law,  but  in  no  event  at  a  rate  less  than  the  highest  of- 

(1)  the  Federal  minimum  wage  specified  in  section  6(a)(1)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards  Act  of 
1938; 

(2)  the  rate  specified  by  the  appropriate  State  or  local  minimum  wage  law; 

(3)  the  rate  paid  to  employees  of  the  same  employer  performing  the  same  type  of  work  and 
having  similar  employment  tenure  with  such  employer. 

(b)  Except  as  otherwise  provided  in  these  specifications,  participants  employed  under  the  WORK 
program  would  be  provided  benefits,  working  conditions  and  rights  at  the  same  level  and  to 
the  same  extent  as  other  employees  of  the  same  employer  performing  the  same  type  of  work 
and  having  similar  employment  tenure  with  such  employer. 

(c)  Employers  would  be  expeaed  to  provide  WORK  participants  health  insurance  coverage 
comparable  to  that  provided  other  employees  of  that  same  employer  performing  the  same  type 
of  work  (with  Medicaid  serving  as  the  secondary  payer).  WORK  program  funds  would  be 
available  to  subsidize  the  employer  share  of  the  cost  of  health  insurance  coverage.  Exceptions 
to  this  requirement  could  be  made  in  cases  in  which  the  provision  of  such  coverage  would  be 
inordinately  expensive  or  odierwise  onerous. 

NOTE:  Under  current  law,  a  Medicaid  recipient  is  required  (if  cost  effective)  to  enroll  in  a 
health  plan  offered  by  an  employer,  and  the  State  is  required  to  use  Medicaid  funds  to  cover 
the  full  employee  share  (e.g.,  premiums,  deductibles,  copayments)  of  the  cost  of  such  health 
care  coverage.  Cost  effective  is  defined  as  resulting  in  a  net  reduction  in  Medicaid 
expenditures. 

(d)  Employers  would  not  be  required  to  make  contributions  to  retirement  systems  or  plans  on 
behalf  of  WORK  participants. 

(e)  All  participants  would  be  entitled  to  a  minimum  number  of  sick  and  personal  leave  days,  to 
be  established  by  the  Secretary.  These  would  be  provided  by  the  employer,  if  they  were 
provided  to  other  comparable  employees  (employers  may  offer  more  days).  The  agency 
administering  the  WORK  program  would  be  required  to  design  a  method  of  providing  the 
minimum  number  of  sick  and  personal  days  to  WORK  participants  whose  employers  did  not 
provide  such  a  minimum  number.  A  person  in  a  WORK  assignment  who  became  ill  and 
exhausted  her  or  his  sick  leave,  or  whose  child  required  extended  care,  would  be  deferred 
from  the  WORK  program  if  he  or  she  met  the  deferral  criteria. 

(0  A  parent  of  a  child  conceived  while  the  parent  was  in  the  WORK  program  (and/or  on  AFDC) 
would  be  deferred  for  a  twelve-week  period  following  the  birth  of  the  child  (or  such  longer 
period  as  is  consistent  with  the  Family  and  Medical  Leave  Act  of  1993). 
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(g)  Health  and  safety  standards  established  under  State  and  Federal  law  that  are  otherwise 
applicable  to  the  working  conditions  of  employees  would  be  equally  applicable  to  the  worldng 
conditions  of  WORK  participants. 

36.       Sanctions/Penalties  (JOBS  and  WORK) 

rnircnt  Ijiw  flOBS) 

The  sanction  far  the  fast  instance  of  failure  to  participate  in  JOBS  as  required  (or  failure  to  accept  a 
private  seaorfab  or  other  occurrence  of  noncompliance)  is  the  loss  of  the  non-compliant  individual's 
thare  of  the  grans  until  the  failure  to  comply  ceases.  The  same  sanction  is  imposed,  but  for  a 
minimum  of  3  months,  for  the  second  failure  to  comply  and  for  a  minimum  of  6  months  for  all 
subsequent  instances  of  non-compliance.  The  State,  however,  cannot  sanction  an  individual  for 
refusing  to  accept  an  offer  of  employment,  if  that  employment  would  result  in  a  net  loss  of  income  for 
the  family. 

For  sanctioned  AFDC-UP  families,  both  parents '  shares  are  deduaed  from  the  family 's  grant,  unless 
the  second  parent  is  participating  in  the  JOBS  program. 

Specifications  --• 

JOBS  Sanctions 

(a)  A  State's  conciliation  policy  (to  resolve  disputes  conceniing  JOBS  participation  only)  could 
take  one  of  the  following  two  forms: 

(i)         A  conciliation  process  that  meets  standards  established  by  the  Secretary;  or 

(it)  A  process  whereby  a  recipient  is  notified,  prior  to  the  issuing  of  a  sanctisn  notice, 
that  be  or  she  in  apparent  violation  of  a  program  requirement  and  that  he  or  she  has 
10  days  to  contact  the  State  agency  to  explain  why  he  or  she  is  not  out  of  compliance 
or  to  indicate  intent  to  comply.  Upon  contact  from  the  recipient,  the  State  agency 
would  attempt  to  resolve  the  issue  and  would  have  option  of  not  imposing  the 
sanction. 

(b)  Individuals  sanctioned  within  the  JOBS  program  would  still  have  access  to  other  available 
services,  including  JOBS  activities,  child  care  and  Medicaid.  Sanctioned  months  would  be 
counted  against  the  24-month  time  limit. 

(c)  The  sanaion  for  refusing,  without  good  cause,  an  offer  of  an  unsubsidized  job  meeting  the 
minimum  work  standard  would  be  changed  from  the  current  penalty  (removal  of  the  adult 
from  the  grant)  to  loss  of  the  family's  entire  AFDC  benefit  for  6  months  or  until  the  adult 
accepts  a  job  offer,  whichever  is  shorter.  The  Secretary  would  promulgate  regulations 
concerning  good  cause  for  refusing  a  private  sector  job  offer  (see  Sanctions  below). 

(d)  Current  law  would  be  changed  such  that  for  sanctioned  AFDC-UP  families,  the  second 
parent's  share  of  the  benefit  would  not  also  be  deducted  from  the  grant,  unless  the  second 
parent  were  also  required  to  participate  in  JOBS  and  were  similarly  non-compliant. 

(e)  States  would  be  required  to  conduct  an  evaluation  of  any  individual  who  failed  to  cure  a  first 
sanction  within  3  months  or  received  a  second  sanction,  in  order  to  determine  why  the  parent 
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is  not  complying  witli  the  program  requirements.  Following  such  an  evaluation,  the  State 
would,  if  necessary,  provide  counseling  or  other  appropriate  support  services  to  help  the 
recipient  address  the  causes  of  the  non-compliance. 

Ineligibility  for  a  WORK  Assignment 

(0  Persons  may  be  declared  ineligible  for  a  WORK  assignment  due  to  misconduct  related  to  the 
program.  Misconduct  would  include  any  of  the  following,  provided  good  cause  does  not 
exist: 

i.  Failure  to  accept  an  offer  of  unsubsidized  employment; 

ii.         Failure  to  accept  a  WORK  assignment; 
iii.        Quitting  a  WORK  assignment; 
iv.         Dismissal  from  a  WORK  assignment; 

V.  Failure  to  engage  in  job  search  or  other  required  WORK  activity  (see  Alix)cation  op 

WORK  AssiGNfMENTs/lNTERiM  AcnvmEi  above). 

(g)        The  Secretary  would  establish  regulations  defining  good  cause  for  each  of  the  following: 

i.  Refusal  to  Accept  an  Offer  of  Unsubsidized  Employment  or  a  WORK  Assignment 

or  to  Participate  in  Other  WORK  Program  Activity. 

ii.  Quitting  a  WORK  Assignment  or  Unsubsidized  Job.     These  regulations  would 

include  the  provision  that  an  employee  must  notify  the  WORK  agency  upon  quitung  a 
WORK  assignment. 

iii.  Dismissal  from  a  WORK  Assignment.  The  regxxlations  would  allow  a  State,  subject 
to  the  approval  of  the  Secretary,  to  apply  in  such  instances  the  definition  of 
miscondua  utilized  in  its  unemployment  insurance  program.  (A  IV-A  agency  might  be 
allowed  to  contraa  with  the  State  Unemployment  Insurance  hearing  system  to 
adjudicate  these  cases.) 

(h)  A  WORK  participant  would  be  notified  of  the  agency's  intent  to  impose  a  penalty  and  would 
have  a  right  to  request  a  bearing  prior  to  the  imposition  of  the  penalty.  The  Secretary  would 
establish  regulations  for  the  conduct  of  such  hearings,  which  would  include  setting  time 
frames  for  reaching  decisions  (e.g.,  30  days  from  date  of  request  for  hearing).  A  Sute  would 
be  permitted  to  follow  the  same  procedures  it  utilizes  in  hearings  regarding  claims  for 
unemployment  compensation. 

0)  Recipients  awaiting  a  hearing  for  alleged  misconduct  may  be  required  to  participate  in  interim 
WORK  program  activities.  Refusal,  pending  the  hearing,  to  participate  in  such  WORK 
program  activities  on  the  same  grounds  (e.g.,  bedridden  due  to  illness)  claimed  as  cause  for 
the  original  alleged  misconduct  would  not  constitute  a  second  occurrence  of  potential 
misconduct. 

(j)         Penalties  imposed  would  be  as  follows: 

i.  Refusal  to  Accept  an  Offer  of  Unsubsidized  Employment.    A  WORK  participant 

who  without  good  cause  turned  down  an  offer  of  an  unsubsidized  job  that  met  the 
minimum  work  standard  would  be  ineligible  for  a  WORK  assignment,  and  the  family 
ineligible  for  AFDC  benefits,  for  a  period  of  6  months  (consistent  with  the  JOBS 
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sanction  for  refusing  a  job  offer).  Such  an  individual  would  be  eligible  for  services, 
such  as  job  search  assistance,  during  this  period. 

ii.  Quitting,  Dismissal  from  or  Refusal  to  Accept  a  WORK  Assignment  without 

Good  Cause.  A  person  who  quit  a  WORK  assignment  without  good  cause,  who  was 
fired  from  a  WORK  assignment  for  misconduct  related  to  the  job,  or  who  refused  to 
take  an  assignment  without  good  cause  would  be  subject  to  the  penalties  described 
below. 

For  a  first  occurrence:  The  family  would  receive  50*  of  the  AFDC  grant  that  would 
otherwise  be  provided  O-e.,  if  the  individual  were  not  sanctioned  and  were  awaiting  a 
WORK  assignment)  for  one  month  or  until  the  individual  accepts  a  WORK 
assignment,  whichever  is  sooner. 

For  a  second  occurrence:  Fifty  percent  (50%)  reduction  in  the  family's  grant  for  3 
months.  The  individual  would  not  be  eligible  for  a  WORK  assignment  during  this 
period-this  penalty  would  not  be  curable  upon  acceptance  of  a  WORK  assignment. 

For  a  third  occurrence:  Elimination  of  the  family's  grant  for  a  period  of  3  months. 
As  with  a  second  occurrence,  the  individual  would  not  be  eligible-4br  a  WORK 
assignment  during  this  period. 

For  a  fourth  and  subsequent  occurrence:  Same  as  the  penalty  for  a  third  occurrence, 
except  that  the  duration  would  be  6  months. 

The  State  would  be  required  to  make  job  search  assistance  available  to  such  penalized 
persons  (any  occurrence,  first  or  subsequent)  if  requested. 

iii.  Refusal  to  Participate  in  Job  Search  or  Other  Required  WORK  Program 
Activity.  An  individual  who  refiised  to  participate  in  job  search  (e.g.,  following  a 
WORK  assignment)  or  other  required  WORK  program  activity  would  be  subjea  to 
the  same  penalty  as  persons  who  quit  or  were  fired  from  WORK  assignments,  with 
each  refusal  to  be  considered  one  occurrence.  If  such  a  refusal  constituted  the  first 
occurrence,  the  penalty,  as  above,  would  be  curable  upon  engaging  in  the  required 
activity. 

iv.  Quitting  an  Unsubsidized  Job  without  Good  Cause.  Individuals  who  without  good 
cause  voluntarily  quit  an  unsubsidized  job  that  met  the  minimum  work  standard  would 
not  be  eligible  to  register  for  the  WORK  program  for  a  period  of  3  months  following 
the  quit 

(k)  All  penalties  (any  occurrence,  first  or  subsequent)  would  be  curable  upon  acceptance  of  an 
unsubsidized  job  meeting  the  minimum  work  standard.  In  other  words,  a  sanctioned 
individual  who  took  an  unsubsidized  job  meeting  the  minimum  work  standard  would  be 
treated  exactly  the  same  as  an  unsanctioned  individual  with  respect  to  calculating  any 
supplemental  AFDC  grant.  If  the  family's  income,  net  of  work  expenses,  were  lower  than 
the  AFDC  grant  for  a  family  of  that  size,  the  family  would  receive  a  supplemental  AFDC 
benefit  sufficient  to  make  up  the  difference  (see  Earninos  Supplementation  above).  Such 
an  individual  would  still  not,  however,  be  eligible  for  a  WORK  assignment  during  the  penalty 
period  (e.g.,  six  months  for  refiisal  to  take  an  unsubsidized  job,  three  months  for  a  second 
occurrence  of  another  type  of  misconduct). 
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(I)  Food  stamp  and  bousing  law  and  regulations  would  be  amended  as  necessary  to  ensure  that 
neither  food  stamps  nor  housing  assistance  would  rise  in  response  to  a  JOBS  or  WORK 
penalty. 

(m)  A  person  ineligible  for  the  WORK  program,  and  the  fiamily,  provided  they  were  otherwise 
qualified,  would  stU!  be  eligible  for  other  assistance  programs,  including  food  stamps, 
Medicaid  and  housing  assistance. 

(n)  As  described  under  AFDC-UP  Fame-IES  and  the  Time  LtMrr  above,  if  one  of  the  two 
parents  in  AFDC-UP  family  is  sanctioned  under  the  WORK  program  or  under  JOBS  for 
failure  to  accept  an  unsubsidized  job,  the  sanctions  described  in  this  section  apply,  regardless 
of  the  status  of  the  other  parent. 

(o)  The  State  would  be  required,  upon  imposition  of  a  second  WORK  sanction,  to  condua  a 
thorough  evaluation  of  the  participant  and  the  fomily  to  ascertain  why  the  individual  is  not  in 
compliance  and  to  determine  the  appropriate  services,  if  any,  to  address  the  presenting  issues. 
The  evaluation  would  include,  when  appropriate,  a  Child  Protective  Services  abuse  and 
neglea  investigation.  The  WORK  administering  agency  could,  as  a  result  of  the  evaluation, 
decide,  for  example,  that  the  parent  should  be  defened  from  WORK  participation  or  that  he 
or  she  should  receive  intensive  counseling.  _^ 

37.  Job  Search 
Specifications 

(a)  WORK  program  participants  would  generally  be  required  to  engage  in  job  search  at  the 
conclusion  of  a  WORK  assignment  or  while  otherwise  awaiting  a  WORK  assignment  or 
enrollment  to  a  WORK  program  activity  serving  as  an  alternative  to  a  WORK  assignment  (see 
Allocation  op  WORK  Assignments/Interim  AcnvrriEs).  The  number  of  hours  per  week 
(up  to  a  maximum  of  35)  and  the  duration  of  periods  of  required  job  search  would  be  set  by 
the  State,  consistent  with  regulations  to  be  promulgated  by  the  Secretary. 

(b)  The  State  could  also  require  WORK  participants  to  engage  in  job  search  while  in  a  WORK 
assignment,  provided  that  the  combined  hours  of  work  and  job  search  did  not  exceed  an 
average  of  40  per  week  and  the  requirement  was  consistent  with  regulations  to  be  promulgated 
by  the  Secretary.  The  number  of  hours  for  job  search  would  be  the  expected  time  to  fulfill 
the  particular  job  search  requirement,  i.e.,  if  a  WORK  participant  were  expeaed  to  make  5 
conucts  per  week,  the  number  of  hours  of  job  search  would  be  the  estimated  number  of  hours 
needed  to  make  the  conucts. 

38.  Assessing  PARTiaPATioN  in  WORK  Beyond  2  Years 

Specifications 

(a)  At  the  end  of  the  two  consecutive  WORK  assignments,  participants  who  had  not  found 
unsubsidized  work  would  be  assessed  on  an  individual  basis,  with  three  possible  results: 

1)  Participants  determined  to  be  unable  to  work  or  to  need  additional  training  would  be 

deferred  from  WORK  or  re-assigned  to  the  JOBS  program. 
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2)  Those  determined  to  be  unable  to  find  work  in  the  private  sector  either  because  there 
were  no  jobs  available  to  match  their  skills  or  because  they  were  incapable  of  working 
outside  a  sheltered  environment  would  be  allowed  to  remain  in  the  WORK  program 
for  another  assigimient.  Similar  assessments  would  be  conducted  following  each 
subsequent  assignment. 

3)  At  Sute  option,  those  who  were  employable  and  who  lived  in  an  area  where  there 
were  jobs  available  to  match  their  skills  could  be  required  to  engage  in  intensive  job 
search  supervised  by  a  job  developer,  who  would  be  able  to  require  participants  to 
apply  for  appropriate  job  openings  to  determine  if  they  were  not  making  good  ^th 
efforts  to  find  jobs.  Failure  to  apply  for  appropriate  job  openings,  noncooperation 
with  the  job  developer  or  employer,  or  refusal  to  accept  a  private  sector  job  opening 
without  good  cause  would  result  in  ineligibility  for  either  WORK  or  AFDC  benefits 
for  6  months.  After  6  months  of  ineligibility,  the  person  would  inunediately  be  given 
another  individual  work  assessment  and  could  again  be  denied  eligibility  for 
noncooperation  or  refusal  to  accept  a  job. 

(b)  The  Departments  of  HHS  and  Labor  will  undertake  a  comprehensive  national  study  at  the  end 
of  the  second  year  following  implementation  of  the  WORK  program  to  measure  the  program's 
success  in  moving  people  into  unsubsidized  jobs  and  to  evaluate  the  skill  levels  .aad  barriers  to 
work  of  the  persons  who  have  spent  two  years  in  the  WORK  program. 

39.       Secretary's  Fund  for  States  That  Spend  Beyond  Their  JOBS/WORK  AuxyrMENTS 

Vision 

Establish  a  fimd  that  the  Secretary  would  use  to  provide  additional  funding  for  States  that  spend 
beyond  their  JOBS/WORK  allotments  and  re-allotments.  A  sum  of  $300  million  would  be  put  into  the 
fund  initially.  Thereafter,  any  unspent  JOBS/WORK  and  At-Risk  child  care  monies  would  contribute 
to  the  Fund. 

Rationale 

77k  Secretary 's  Fund  gives  the  Department  the  ability  to  allocate  overall  JOBS/WORK  program  funds 
prudently  and,  at  the  same  time,  provide  additional  support  to  States  that  are  aggressively 
implementing  their  programs  and  require  more  than  what  they  receive  under  their  standard  allotment 
and  re-alloonents.  Furthermore,  under  this  program.  States  are  given  some  lead  time  so  they  can 
anticipate  the  additional  finding  in  their  planning  processes. 

Sp»:if|g?tiQns 

(a)  A  fund  of  $300  million  would  be  established  for  FY  96  for  use  by  the  Secretary  to  provide 
funding  to  Sutes  that  needed  additional  dollars  for  JOBS  (and  subsequently  JOBS  or  WORK) 
beyond  what  they  were  provided  under  the  JOBS  and  WORK  funding  allocation  formulas  and 
subsequent  reallocation  procedures  (see  JOBS  Funding  and  WORK  Funding  above). 

(b)  Twice  each  year  (March  1  and  September  1),  States  that  obligated  95%  of  their  JOBS  and 
WORK  allotments  for  the  previous  year  and  were  expected  to  obligate  their  fiill  JOBS  and 
WORK  allotments  for  the  current  year  would  qualify  for  additional  funding  from  the 
Secretary's  Fund  for  the  next  fiscal  year. 
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(c)  Thirty  days  later.  States  would  be  notified  about  final  decisions  on  funding  from  the 
Secretary's  Fund. 

[Regulations  would  specify  how  the  monies  would  be  allocated  among  qualified  States.  If  the 
total  amount  requested  from  the  Fund  were  greater  than  what  was  available  in  the  fund, 
monies  would  be  allocated  based  on  a  procedure  to  be  developed  by  the  Secretary.] 

(d)  Monies  from  the  fiind  would  be  treated  just  as  the  basic  JOBS/WORK  allotment  and  subject  to 
the  same  Federal  matching  rates  each  year  as  were  in  effect  for  standard  JOBSAVORK 
funding.  The  same  between-program  reallocation  rules  as  those  for  the  base  JOBSAVORK 
funding  would  also  be  in  effect.  That  is,  States  could  move  up  to  10%  of  the  combined  JOBS 
and  WORK  monies  from  the  Fund  from  one  program  to  the  other. 

(e)  The  monies  available  in  the  Fund  in  FY  97  would  come  from  two  sources: 

i.  The  original  authorization  level  of  $300  million,  and 

ii.         Unspent  State  JOBS/WORK  and  At-Rlsk  Child  Care  monies  that  had  not  been 
reallocated  to  the  States  (see  JOBS  Funding  and  WORK  Funding  above). 

(0  Beginning  in  fiscal  year  1998,  the  Secretary's  Fund  would  be  capped  at  $400  mLlion  (after  all 
requests  bad  been  satisfied).  Excess  monies  would  revert  to  the  Treasury. 

(g)  Beginning  in  FY  98,  States  could  request  monies  for  both  JOBS  and  WORK.  The  monies 
from  the  Secretary's  Fund  that  States  added  to  their  standard  WORK  program  allocation 
would  be  included  for  purposes  of  determining  the  minimum  number  of  WORK  slots  States 
must  create. 
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Fnhancino  RESTONsreiLmr  and  Opportunitv  pop  NoN-cugTODlAL  PAREm-s 

Vision 

We  need  to  make  sure  that  all  parents  live  up  to  their  responsibilities.  When  people  don 't  pay  child 
support,  their  children  suffer.  Just  as  we  expea  more  of  mothers,  we  cannot  let  fathers  just  walk 
away.  A  number  of  programs  show  considerable  promise  in  helping  non<ustodial  parents  to 
reconnea  with  their  children  and  fulfill  their  responsibility  to  support  them.  Some  programs  help 
non-custodial  parents  do  more  by  seeing  that  they  get  the  skills  they  need  to  hold  down  a  job.  Other 
programs  give  non-custodial  parents  the  opportunity  to  meet  their  child  support  obligations  through 
work. 

As  there  is  not  a  long  track  record  of  research  and  evaluation  on  programs  for  non-custodial  parents, 
it  Is  envisioned  that  new  programs  should  be  modest  and  flexible,  growing  only  as  evaluation  findings 
begin  to  Identify  the  most  effective  strategies. 

1.        TRAiNiNa  AND  Employment  FOR  N0N-CUSTX3DIAL  Parentts 

Section  482  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (Title  IV-F)  pemuts  the  Secretary  to  fund  demonstrations  to 
provide  services  to  non-custodial  parents.  The  Secretary  is  limited  as  to  the  number  of  projeas  that 
can  be  funded  under  this  provision.  Evaluations  are  required.  This  provision,  along  with  section 
1115  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  provide  the  authority  for  the  Parents  Fair  Share  Demonstrations 
currently  underway. 


States  would  be  provided  with  the  option  of  developing  JOBS  and/or  work  programs  for  the  non- 
custodial parents  of  children  who  were  receiving  AFDC  or  have  child  support  arrearages  owed  to  the 
State  from  prior  periods  of  AFDC  receipt.  States  would  be  given  the  flexibility  to  develop  different 
models  of  non-custodial  parent  programs  which  could  best  address  the  needs  of  children  and  parents 
in  their  state.  These  non-custodial  parent  programs  would  coordinate  with  other  relevant  efforts 
such  as  the  public  housing  authorities'  Resident  Initiatives  Programs,  which  make  job  and  services 
available  to  non-custodial  parents  of  children  living  in  public  housing.  Evaluations  would  be 
required  as  appropriate  for  the  options  developed  by  the  States. 


There  is  evidence  that  one  of  the  primary  reasons  for  non-support  by  some  non-custodial  parents  is 
unemployment  and  underemploytnent.  In  a  recent  GAO  report  evidence  was  presented  that  about  29 
percent  of  non<ustodial  fathers  under  age  30,  many  of  whom  were  non-marital  fathers,  had  income 
below  the  poverty  level  for  one  or  no  income  at  all.  It  will  be  difficult  for  these  fathers  to  contribute 
much  to  the  financial  support  of  their  children  Mthout  additional  basic  education,  work-readiness  and 
job  training  which  would  enhance  their  earning  capacity  and  job  security. 


183 


Specifications 

(a)  A  Sute  would  be  able  to  spend  up  to  10  percent  of  its  JOBS  and  WORK  funding  (allotment 
from  the  WORK  capped  entitlement)  for  training,  work  readiness  and  work  opportunities  for 
non-custodial  parents.  The  Sute  would  have  complete  flexibility  as  to  which  of  these  funding 
streams  would  be  tapped. 

i.  Parenting  and  peer  support  services  offered  in  conjunction  with  other  employment- 

related  services  would  be  eligible  for  FFP. 

ii.  A  Sute  could  structure  the  service  delivery  in  a  variety  of  ways.  For  example,  a 
State  could  provide  services  to  non-custodial  parents  through  the  JOBS  program  and  a 
non-custodial  parent  work  program,  or  through  a  single  combined  program. 

(b)  A  non-custodial  parent  would  be  eligible  to  participate  (1)  if  his  or  her  child  were  receiving 
AFDC  or  the  custodial  parent  were  in  the  WORK  program  at  the  time  of  referral  or  (2)  if  he 
or  she  were  unemployed  and  had  outstanding  AFDC  child  support  arrears.  Paternity,  if  not 
already  esublished,  would  have  to  be  voluntarily  acknowledged  or  otherwise  established  prior 
to  participation  in  the  program.  In  instances  in  which  a  child  support  award  had  not  yet  been 
esublished,  the  Sute  could  require,  as  a  additional  condition  of  eligibility,  that  the  non- 
custodial parent  cooperate  in  the  establishment  process.  Arrears  would  not  have  to  have 
accrued  in  order  for  non-custodial  parents  to  be  eligible  to  participate.  For  those  parents  with 
no  identifiable  income,  participation  could  commence  as  part  of  the  esublishment  or 
enforcement  process. 

(c)  The  sute  would  be  required  to  allow  a  non-custodial  parent  to  complete  the  program  activity 
or  aaivities  in  which  he  was  currently  enrolled  even  if  the  children  became  ineligible  for 
AFDC.  However,  if  the  non-custodial  parent  voluntarily  left  the  program,  were  placed  in  a 
job,  or  were  terminated  from  the  program,  he  would  have  to  be  redetermined  as  eligible 
under  the  criteria  in  (b)  above. 

(d)  States  would  not  be  required  to  provide  all  the  same  JOBS  or  WORK  services  to  custodial  and 
non-custodial  parents,  although  they  could  choose  to  do  so.  Participation  in  the  JOBS 
program  would  not  be  a  prerequisite  for  participation  in  a  non-custodial  parent  work  program. 
The  non-custodial  parent's  participation  would  not  be  linked  to  self-sufficiency  requirements 
or  to  JOBSAVORK  participation  by  the  custodial  parent. 

(e)  Payment  of  stipends  for  work  would  be  required.  Payment  of  training  stipends  would  be 
allowed.  All  stipends  would  be  eligible  for  FFP. 

i.  Stipends  would  have  to  be  garnished  for  payment  of  current  support. 

ii.  At  State  option,  the  (current)  child  support  obligation  could  be  suspended  or  reduced 
to  the  minimum  while  the  non-custodial  parent  was  participating  in  program  activities 
which  did  not  provide  a  stipend  or  wages  sufficient  to  pay  the  amount  of  the  current 
order. 

iii.         Participation  in  program  activities  could  be  credited  against  AFDC  child 
support  arrears  owed  the  Sute. 

iv.         Sute-wideness  requirements  would  not  apply. 
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Indian  Tribes  and  Alaska  Nattve  Oroanizations: 
JOBS.  Time  Limits.  WORK  and  Child  Care 


Provisions  in  this  section  apply  spedncally  to  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations. 

JOBS  AND  Time  Limits 

I.        New  Tribal  JOBS  FuNDiNO  Formula 

Current  Law 


Under  current  law,  funding  for  Indian  tribes  who  operate  a  JOBS  program  is  based  on  the  , 
adult  Tribal  members  who  receive  AFDC  who  reside  within  the  tribe's  designated  service  area. 
Funding  for  Alaska  Native  organizations  is  based  on  the  number  of  adult  Alaska  Natives  who  receive 
AFDC  who  reside  within  the  boundaries  of  the  region  the  organization  represents.  Indians  living  on 
the  same  reservation  are  currently  subject  to  either  the  Tribal  JOBS  program  or  the  State  JOBS 
program  depending  on  Tribal  affiliation.  Indians  living  in  Alaska  who  are  not  Alaska  Natives  are 
subjea  to  the  State 's  JOBS  program. 

Tribal  JOBS  grantees  currently  receive  funding  based  on  a  count  of  just  under  31.000  adult  Tribal 
members  who  receive  AFDC.  It  is  estimated  that  the  adult  AFDC  population  for  all  reservations 
(including  those  where  a  Tribal  JOBS  program  does  not  east)  is  58,000. 

Vision 

All  Native  Americans  living  within  the  designated  service  area  of  an  Indian  tribe  or  Alaska  Native 
organization  would  be  subjea  to  the  tribal  JOBS  program  regardless  of  tribal  affiliation,  if  the  tribe 
eleas  to  run  a  JOBS  program. 

Rationale 

Programs  operated  by  the  Department  of  Labor  and  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  for  Indians  do  not 
use  Tribal  affiliation  to  establish  program  funding  or  eligibility. 

Specifications 

(a)  All  Indians,  living  within  the  designated  service  area  of  an  Indian  tribe  or  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  region  served  by  an  Alaslca  Native  organization  which  is  a  JOBS  grantee, 
would  be  included  in  determining  the  amount  of  the  grantee's  JOBS  funds. 

(b)  An  Indian  is  one  who  meets  the  definition  of  Indian  as  given  in  section  4(d)  of  the  Indian 
Self-Determlnation  and  Education  Assistance  Aa. 
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2.  New  JOBS  Appucation  Period 

Cyrrent  Law 

Under  current  law,  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  had  until  April  13,  1989  to  apply 
and  until  Oaober  1,  1990  to  begin  operating  a  JOBS  program.  Indian  tribes  h*o  dui  not  meet  these 
deadlines  are  prohibited  from  submitting  applications  to  operate  JOBS  programs. 

Vision 

Indian  tribes  who  did  not  meet  the  application  deadline  for  JOBS  would  be  given  additional 
opportunity  to  do  so. 

Rationale 

The  window  In  whldi  Indian  tribes  had  to  apply  for  JOBS  was  very  limited.  Other  Federally  fonded 
formula  grant  programs  available  to  Indian  tribes  do  not  have  similar  restrictions. 

Specifications 

(a)  All  federally  recognized  Indian  tribes  not  operating  a  JOBS  program  may  submit  applications 
and  plans  to  do  so. 

(b)  There  would  be  no  new  application  deadline. 

(c)  New  applications/plans  would  have  to  be  submitted  by  July  1  of  each  year,  with  the  effective 
date  of  approved  plans  to  be  October  1. 

(d)  An  Indian  tribe  or  Alaska  Native  organization  who  terminates  or  has  its  JOBS  program 
terminated  would  be  eligible  to  reapply  for  JOBS  after  a  five-year  period.  Such  Indian  tribe 
or  Alaska  Native  organization  can  reapply  by  July  1  of  the  fifth  year  by  submitting  an 
application  and  plan,  with  the  effective  date  of  an  approved  plan  to  be  October  1.  (This  is  to 
prevent  a  Tribal  grantee  from  frequently  entering  and  leavbg  the  program.) 

(e)  The  current  restriction  that  an  Indian  tribe  must  have  a  reservation  to  be  eligible  to  operate  a 
JOBS  program  would  be  retained. 

3.  FiwDiNO  Set-aside  for  Tribal  JOBS  Grantees 

Current  Law 

Currently,  funding  for  Indian  tribes  who  operate  a  JOBS  program  is  based  on  the  number  of  adult 
Tribal  members  Htto  receive  AFDC  who  reside  within  the  tribe 's  designated  service  area.  Funding  for 
Alaska  Native  organizations  is  based  on  the  number  of  adult  Alaska  Natives  who  receive  AFDC  who 
reside  within  the  boundaries  of  the  region  the  organization  represents.  Yearly,  Tribal  grantees 
{includes  Alaska  Native  organizations)  and  the  State  in  which  they  are  located  must  reach  an 
agreement  on  the  number  of  Tribal  members  who  receive  AFDC  hAo  reside  within  the  grantee's 
designated  service  area.  Any  amount  due  a  grantee  by  this  agreement  is  deducted  from  the  JOBS 
funding  allocated  to  the  State. 
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Although  in  some  cases  U  does  not  cause  problems.  States  and  Indian  tribes/Alaska  Native 
organizations  have  found  it  difficult  to  come  to  agreement  on  the  number  of  adult  Tribal  members  who 
receive  AFDC. 

Vision 

A  set-aside  of  2%  out  of  total  JOBS  funds  would  be  established  to  distribute  to  Indian  tribes  and 
Alaska  Native  organizations  to  provide  JOBS. 

The  proposed  percentage  set-aside  for  Tribal  JOBS  grantees  was  determined  based  on  two 
assumptions.  First,  that  Indian  tribes  who  do  not  currently  operate  a  JOBS  program  would  be  given 
the  opportunity  to  do  so.  Second,  that  all  Indians,  not  Just  Tribal  members,  would  determine  Tribal 
fimding.  Using  these  assumptions,  it  is  estimated  that  almost  2%  (58,000  individuals)  of  the  eligible 
adult  AFDC  population  are  Indians  living  on  or  near  reservations  or  in  areas  served  by  Alaska  Native 
organizations. 

PatignaJe 

Additional  fimding  for  the  tribal  JOBS  grantees  would  make  up  for  the  lack  of  matching  funds.  States 
spent  approximately  $1,395  per  JOBS  participant  from  Federal  and  State  matching  fUods  in  FY  93. 
Indian  tribes  spent  approximately  $935  per  JOBS  participant,  all  from  federal  fimds  as  tribes  are  not 
required  to  provide  matching  fitnds. 

Establishing  a  set-aside  in  lieu  of  the  current  funding  formula  would  benefit  both  the  Indian  tribes, 
Alaska  Native  organizations  and  the  States.  States  would  not  have  any  vested  interest  in  the  number 
of  adult  AFDC  recipients  who  are  Indians  residing  within  a  Tribal  grantee 's  designated  service  area 
as  the  numbers  would  not  have  an  impaa  on  the  States' JOBS  allocations. 

Funding  for  Indian  tribes  in  the  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grara  (CCDBG)  program  is  a 
set-aside  of  the  total  allocated  CCDBG  fimds. 

Specifications 

(a)  Allocate  a  set  aside  of  2%  of  the  total  JOBS  allocation  to  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native 
organizations. 

(b)  Each  grantee's  share  of  the  set  aside  would  be  determined  by  its  percentage  share  of  the  entire 
adult  Indian  AFDC  population  which  is  living  on  or  near  reservations  or  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  region  represented  by  an  Alaska  Native  organization. 

(c)  Provide  for  a  periodic  review  of  the  percentage  set-aside  to  ensure  that  it  is  based  on  an 
accurate  percentage  of  adult  AFDC  recipients  who  are  Indians  liv'mg  in  the  designated  service 
area  of  a  grantee.  Provide  for  an  automatic  adjustment  of  the  set-aside  based  on  the  results  of 
this  review. 

(d)  The  remainder  of  the  funding  issued  to  an  Indian  tribe  or  Alaska  Native  organization  who 
wishes  to  terminate  or  who  have  their  programs  terminated  after  the  start  of  a  fiscal  year 
would  revert  to  the  State  in  which  the  Indian  tribe  or  Alaska  Native  organization  is  located. 
This  is  because  the  State  would  then  be  responsible  for  serving  the  AFDC  recipients  who  had 
been  subject  to  the  Tribal  program. 
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(e)         An  Indian  tribe  or  Alaska  Native  organization  would  be  penniaed  to  reallocate  up  to  10%  of 
its  JOBS  allotment  to  its  WORK  program,  and  vise  versa. 

4.         Carry-over  of  Funds 

Current  Law 

States,  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  are  currently  prohibited  from  carrying  over 
federal  funds  awarded  in  one  fiscal  year  to  the  next  fiscal  year.  All  federal  funds  received  In  a  fiscal 
year  must  be  obligated  by  the  end  of  the  same  fiscal  year.  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native 
organizations  have  sometimes  had  to  shut  down  their  JOBS  programs  because  new  fiscal  yearfimding 
is  often  not  received  until  November.  Unlike  States  which  are  in  a  position  to  use  their  own  resources 
for  operating  JOBS  pending  the  Issuance  of  grant  awards,  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native 
organizations  do  not  have  this  luxury.  States  also  have  the  advantage  of  the  Cash  Management 
Improvement  Act  (CMJA)  which  does  not  apply  to  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations. 
CMIA  says  that  the  Federal  government  must  pay  interest  to  States  if  States  are  forced  to  use  State 
funds  for  something  for  which  Federal  funds  are  normally  used.  Thus,  for  example.  States  were 
issued  a  portion  of  their  fiscal  year  1994  JOBS  funds  a  month  before  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native 
organizations  were  issued  any  funds. 

Without  timely  grant  awards  and  without  forward  fimding,  Indian  tribes  and^Alaska  Native 
organizations  either  had  to  cease  the  program  or  use  other  limited  tribal  funds  in  the  interim. 


The  JOBS  programs  operated  by  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  would  not  have  to 
cease  operation  at  the  beginning  of  a  fiscal  year  due  to  the  non-timely  issuance  of  new  grant  awards. 


The  Job  Training  Partnership  Aa  program  under  the  Department  of  Labor  has  authority  for  forward 
finding.  JTPA  grantees  are  permitted  to  carry  over  a  maximum  of  20%  of  funds  from  one  program 
year  to  the  next. 

Specifications 

(a)  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  who  operate  JOBS  programs  would  be 
permitted  to  carry  over  no  more  than  20%  of  the  funds  awarded  in  one  fiscal  year  into  the 
next  fiscal  year. 

5.         JOBS  Funds  for  Economic  Devei-opment 

Cgrrgn^  L?w 

Under  current  law.  JOBS  funds  cannot  be  used  to  build/improve  infrastruaure  which  is  so  badly 
needed  by  Indian  tribes  and  in  areas  served  by  Alaska  Native  organizations.  JOBS  funds  cannot  be 
combined  with  economic  development  fitruis  to  write  proposals,  make  capital  expenditures,  etc.  Indian 
tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  can  apply  for  grants  from  ACF's  Admnistration  for  Native 
Americans  that  if  received  can  be  used  to  support  these  aaivities.  What  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska 
Native  organizations  can  and  what  some  do  is  to  use  JOBS  funds  to  train  individuals  to  work  in 
economic  development  enterprises. 
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Vision 

Allowing  tribal  JOBS  grantees  to  denote  a  portion  of  their  JOBS  funds  to  economic  development 
would  give  them  additional  opportunity  to  help  their  clients  move  towards  self-sufficiency. 

Rationale 

Without  the  leveraging  of  Federal  Junds  for  economic  development,  there  would  be  fewer  employment 
opportumdes  for  Native  Americans. 

Specifications 

(a)  Upon  approval  by  the  Secretary,  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  would  be 
permitted  to  use  no  more  than  $5,000  or  10%,  whichever  is  less,  of  their  JOBS  funds  on 
economic  development  related  projects. 

(b)  All  economic  development  related  projects  that  use  JOBS  funds  must  involve  the  training  of 
JOBS  participants  for  related  jobs. 

6.  Deferrals  _^. 
All  provisions  in  the  discussion  on  deferrals  above  apply  except  for  the  following. 

(a)  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  who  operate  a  JOBS  program  would  be 
responsible  for  the  determination  as  to  whether  an  AFDC  recipient  is  to  be  deferred. 

7.  Extensions 

Vision 

Tribal  JOBS  grantees  would  be  responsible  for  granting  extensions  to  time  limited  AFDC  benefits  and 
would  not  necessarily  be  held  to  the  same  limitation  on  the  granting  of  extenshns  as  would  be  the 
States. 

lie 


Many  reservations  and  areas  served  by  Alaska  Native  organizations  suffer  from  lower  literacy  rates 
and  higher  unemployment  than  most  aretis  of  the  coutury. 

Specifications 

(a)  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  who  operate  a  JOBS  program  would  be 
responsible  for  the  determination  as  to  whether  extensions  to  time  limited  AFDC  benefits 
should  be  granted. 


189 


WORK 

1.         Indian  Tribes  AND  Alaska  Native  Organizations  TO  Operate 
Their  Own  WORK  Programs 

Current  Law 

Refer  to  this  seaion  under  the  general  discussion  of  the  WORK  program. 

Vision 

Thbal  AFDC  recipients  would  be  subject  to  the  reqidrement  to  participate  in  JOBS  just  as  they  are 
now.   They  would  also  be  subject  to  time  limits. 

Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  would  have  the  option  to  run  JOBS.  An  Indian  tribe  or 
Alaska  Native  organization  that  operates  JOBS  would  be  required  to  operate  a  WORK  program  also. 
Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  are  responsible  for  determinations  of  JOBS-Prep  status 
and  extensions;  however,  there  may  be  additional  extensions  because  of  unique  tribal  circumstances, 
tribal  members  subject  to  tribal  JOBS/WORK  programs  are  excluded  from  any  State  program 
measures.  _^. 

The  Tribal  WORK  program  would  have  to  look  different  from  the  State  WORK  program  because  of 
the  proposed  funding  formula.  The  portion  of  the  WORK  fimding  based  on  a  diversion  of  AFDC 
grants  would  be  difficult  and  complicated  to  accomplish  because  of  the  State 's  continued  responsibility 
for  AFDC  funds  and  the  need  for  extremely  close  coordination  between  the  State  and  the  Indian  tribe 
or  Alaska  Native  organization.  Therefore,  it  is  envisioned  that  the  tribal  WORK  program  would  more 
closely  resemble  a  Community  Work  Experience  Program  fCWEP)  than  a  work-for-wages  model  ft.e., 
a  tribal  member  would  continue  to  receive  cash  assistance,  but  would  be  required  to  participate  in  a 
WORK  activity).  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  would  be  able  to  use  WORK 
allocation  to  create  Job  opportunities. 

Rationale 

Since  the  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  would  have  to  be  involved  in  the  development 
of  WORK  assignments  on  the  reservation,  it  follows  that  the  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native 
organizations  be  given  the  administration  of  the  WORK  program.  Keeping  the  WORK  program  at  the 
tribal  level  would  allow  for  a  continuum  of  activity.  It  also  advances  tribal  self-determination  and 
provides  for  a  more  holistic  framework  for  addressing  the  needs  of  Native  Americans. 

SpwifiWtipns 

(a)  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  which  operate  a  JOBS  program  would  apply  to 
administer  a  WORK  program.   Any  application  would  have  to  be  approved  by  the  Secretary. 

(b)  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  who  do  not  want  to  operate  a  WORK  program 
could  not  continue  to  operate  a  JOBS  program. 

(c)  Funding  for  the  tribal  WORK  program  would  be  a  percenuge  set-aside  of  the  total  WORK 
allocation. 
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(d)  An  Indian  tribe  or  Alaska  Native  organization  would  be  permitted  to  reallocate  up  to  10%  of 
its  JOBS  allotment  to  its  WORK  program,  and  vise  versa. 

(e)  An  Indian  tribe  or  Alaska  Native  organization  would  not  be  required  to  match  Federal  funds. 

(f)  The  WORK  program  set  forth  in  the  application  of  a  Indian  tribe  or  Alaska  Native 
organization  under  this  part  need  not  meet  any  requirement  of  the  State  WORK  program  that 
the  Secretary  determines  is  inappropriate  with  respect  to  a  tribal  WORK  program. 

(g)  The  Secretary  shall  develop  appropriate  data  collection  requirements, 
(h)        Appropriate  performance  measures  would  be  developed. 

Child  Care 

1.         Alix)Cate  JOBS  AND  Transitional  Child  Care  Funds 
TO  Tribes  and  Alaska  Native  Organizations 

Current  Law 

Under  current  law.  States  are  the  only  entities  eligible  to  administer  title  FV-A  child  care  funds. 
Participants  in  Tribal  JOBS  programs  who  need  child  care  have  to  be  referred  to  the  State  IV-A 
agencies  in  order  to  receive  needed  child  care. 

Although  data  is  not  colleaed  on  the  extent  that  title  IV-A  child  care  is  used  by  Tribal  JOBS 
participants,  anecdotal  information  from  Tribal  JOBS  direaors  seems  to  indicate  that  Tribal  JOBS 
participants  do  not  always  get  their  child  care  needs  taken  care  of  through  the  State.  Potential  child 
care  providers  on  reservations  are  often  intimidated  or  unable  to  provide  necessary  information  to  the 
State  in  order  to  meet  State  requirements.  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  that  receive 
Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant  (CCDBG)  funds  sometimes  use  these  funds  to  pay  the  cost 
of  the  child  care  to  avoid  dealing  with  the  State.  By  using  CCDBG  funds  to  pay  for  the  child  care 
needed  by  Tribal  JOBS  participants,  the  Indian  tribe  or  Alaska  Native  organization  cannot  use  the 
funds  to  serve  the  child  care  needs  of  others  who  qualify. 

Vision 

Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  would  not  have  to  rely  the  State  FV-A  agencies  to 
guarantee  the  child  care  needed  by  Tribal  JOBS  participants  and  transitional  child  care.  Funding  the 
Tribal  JOBS  grantees  to  guarantee  child  care  makes  it  easier  for  these  entities  to  ensure  that  Tribal 
child  care  needs  are  met.  Tribes  would  be  provided  funding  far  child  care  up  to  an  amount  equal  to 
their  JOBS /WORK  allotment  from  title  TV-A  funds  to  address  JOBS  and  transitional  child  care  needs. 

Rationale 

Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  who  currently  rely  on  the  use  of  CCDBG  to  provide 
child  care  that  is  the  responsibility  of  the  State  IV-A  agency  would  be  able  to  use  CCDBG  fUnds  for 
their  intended  purpose  once  JOBS  and  transitional  child  care  fimds  are  available  to  them.  The 
amount  of  child  care  funding  available  to  tfu  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  from  title 
IV-A  funds  for  JOBS  and  transitional  child  care  and  CCDBG  should  be  sufficient  to  meet  the  child 
care  needs  without  the  addUional  funding  provided  by  At-Risk  Child  Care.  Therefore,  it  is  not  being 
recommended  to  fund  the  Indian  tribes  cmd  Alaska  Native  organizations  direaly  for  the  At-Risk  Child 
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Care  program  at  this  time.  However,  we  are  adding  a  provision  to  give  the  Secretary  authority  to 
determine  that  there  is  a  need  in  the  future  and  to  allocate  funds  for  At-Risk  Child  Care  to  tribal 
programs  at  that  time. 

(a)  Upon  an  approved  application,  all  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  that  operate  a 
JOBSAVORK  program  would  be  allowed  to  administer  title  IV-A  JOBS  and  transitional  child 
care  funds. 

(b)  Tribes  that  elect  to  administer  title  IV-A  JOBS  and  transitional  child  care  funds  would  receive 
reimbursement  from  title  IV-A  funds  for  the  actual  amount  spent  on  child  care  up  to  an 
amount  equal  to  their  combmed  JOBS  and  WORK  allotment. 

(c)  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  would  not  be  required  to  match  Federal  funds. 

(d)  The  JOBS  and  transitional  child  care  program  set  forth  in  the  application  of  an  Indian  tribe  or 
Alaska  Native  organization  under  this  part  need  not  meet  any  requirement  of  the  JOBS  and 
transitional  child  care  programs  that  the  Secretary  determines  is  inappropriate  with  respect  to 
such  tribal  JOBS  and  transitional  child  care  program.  The  CCDBG  health  and  safety 
standards,  however,  could  not  be  waived. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall  develop  ^propriate  dau  collection  requirements. 
(0         Appropriate  performance  measures  would  be  developed. 
Miscellaneous 

1.         Technical  Assistance,  Demonstrations  and  Evaluations 

Current  Law 

TTie  three  year  contract  awarded  in  1990  to  provide  technical  assistance  to  Ttibal  JOBS  grantees 
expired  last  year.  Ttibal  JOBS  grantees  are  not  eligible  to  operate  demonstration  projeas.  And 
evaluations  of  the  Tribal  JOBS  programs  have  not  been  done. 

Vision 

To  gain  more  thorough  t/iformation  about  what  makes  a  successfid  Tribal  or  Maska  Native  JOBS 
program,  evaluation  is  needed  just  as  it  is  for  State  programs. 

Rationale 

Welfare  reform  will  be  a  major  force  in  Indian  country.  Whatever  farm  welfare  reform  takes.  Indian 
tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  will  need  ongoing  technical  assistance  to  understand  and 
implement  necessary  changes  to  their  JOBS  programs. 

Most  Tribal  fincluding  areas  served  by  Alaska  Native  organizations)  environments  are  si^clently 
different  from  State  environments  to  warrant  the  involvement  of  a  certain  number  of  Indian  tribes  or 
Alaska  Native  organizations  in  demonstration  projeas.  A  demonstration  projea  may  further  allow  an 
Indian  tribe  or  Alaska  Native  organization  to  design  and  implement  a  program  that  tests  innovative 
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approaches  that  suits  the  unique  circumstances  of  that  Indian  tribe.  Alaska  Native  organization  or  of 
Indian  country. 


(a)  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations  would  be  eligible  to  submit  applications  for 
demonstration  projects  related  to  welfare  reform,  such  as  combining  JOBS  and  WORK  into  a 
block  grant. 

(b)  Any  contract  awarded  for  the  provision  of  technical  assistance  following  the  passage  of 
welfere  reform  legislation  must  specify  that  Indian  tribes  and  Alaska  Native  organizations 
receive  a  fair  share  of  the  technical  assistance. 
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Phovisiqns  fqp  TEIWTPME? 

Vision 

As  under  current  law,  Territories  would  be  required  to  operate  a  JOBS  program.  However, 
Territories  would  have  the  option  to  run  a  time-limited  system  or  not.  Should  a  Territory  choose  to 
implement  a  time-limited  system,  operation  of  a  WORK  program  would  be  mandatory.  The  funding 
for  operation  of  the  WORK  program  would  be  available  in  an  equivalent  manner  as  for  all  States. 
Provisions  which  would  remove  At-Risk  child  care  from  the  section  1108  cap  (see  Impkovino 
GovERNMEm  Assistance  section)  would  enable  Territories  to  meet  their  expanded  child  care  needs. 
Additionally,  the  Secretary  would  have  flexibility  to  accommodate  special  circumstances  faced  by 
Territories. 

Specifications 

1.  JOBS  AND  Time  Limits 

(a)  Funding  level  for  JOBS  would  be  at  the  enhanced  match  rate  (described  in  JOBS  Funding 
above).  The  JOBS  allocation  methodology  would  be  the  same  as  under  current  law. 

(b)  Time-limits  would  be  an  option.  Territories  can  elect  to  implement  a  time-limited  system  but 
are  not  required  to.  If  a  Territory  chooses  to  operate  a  time-limited  system,  it  must  specify  a 
phase-in  strategy  in  the  plan,  subject  to  Secretarial  approval.  Territories  would  also  be 
required  to  specify  a  time-frame  for  implementing  a  time-limited  system  Territory-wide, 
subject  to  Secretarial  approval. 

(c)  Territories  would  be  subjea  to  all  participation  rates  and  other  performance  standards  if 
applicable.  However,  the  Secretary  shall  have  the  authority  to  modify  these  and  other 
requirements  to  accommodate  special  circumstances. 

2.  WORK  Requirements 

(a)  If  Territory  elects  to  operate  a  time-limited  system,  a  WORK  program  is  mandatory. 
Territories  would  be  required  to  specify  an  implementation  plan,  subject  to  Secretarial 
approval. 

(b)  WORK  funding  would  be  the  same  as  JOBS  -  75  percent  match  for  administrative  costs  from 
the  national  capped  entitlement.  The  WORK  allotment  would  be  based  on  the  same 
methodology  as  for  other  Sutes:  based  on  number  of  JOBS  participants  subject  to  time-limits 
and  number  of  WORK  registrants.  WORK  wages  funding  would  come  from  Sec.  1108 
c^ped  monies  Q-«m  the  AFDC  benefits  these  recipients  would  have  gouen  anyway  under  a 
non-time-limited  system). 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  have  the  authority  to  allow  or  require  Territories  to  opt-out  of  a  time- 
limited  and  WORK  system.  Territories  can  opt-in  again  after  at  least  S  years. 
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Waiver  Provisions  [Title  u] 

Current  Law 

Section  1115  of  the  Social  Security  Aa  provides  the  Secretary  aiahority  to  wave  compliance  wiOi 
specified  requirements  of  the  Aa  that  are  Judged  likely  to  promote  the  objectives  of  the  AFDC,  child 
support,  or  Medicaid  program.  Demonstrations  under  waiver  authority  must  be  cost  neutral  to  the 
federal  government  and  must  be  rigorously  evaluated. 

Vision 

The  two-year  time  limit  is  part  of  the  overall  effort  to  shift  the  focus  of  the  welfare  system  from 
disbursing  funds  to  promoting  self-sufficiency.  It  is  imperative  that  we  send  a  clear  and  consistent 
message  about  our  expeaations  of  the  States  and  of  welfare  recipients.  For  that  reason,  the  numbers 
of  waivers  granted  to  States  to  apply  time  limits  other  than  24  months  will  be  limited  to  5. 

States  will  be  able  to  condua  demonstrations  regarding  the  WORK  program.  However,  certain 
aspects  of  the  WORK  program  will  not  be  waivable  so  that  recipients  are  afforded  some  protections 
against  financial  loss  and  loss  of  Medicaid  and  to  ensure  that  the  program  does  not  result  in 
displacement  of  other  workers.  "*" 

gpecificatipns 

1.  Authority  for  Demonstrations 

(a)  Allow  the  Secretary  to  authorize  no  more  than  five  demonstrations  with  time  limits  other  than 
24  months.  These  time  limits  can  be  longer  or  shorter  than  24  months  provided  that  they  are 
consistent  with  the  overall  goals  of  the  JOBS  and  WORK  programs. 

2.  Ngn-Waivable  WORK  Prgvi^ipng; 

(a)  Each  State  shall  have  a  WORK  program. 

(b)  No  person  defined  as  eligible  in  for  the  WORK  program  shall  be  excluded  from  the  WORK 
program. 

(c)  Panicipant  families  in  a  demonstration  program,  other  than  those  subject  to  sanctions,  shall 
not  be  made  worse-off  than  a  family  of  the  same  size,  with  no  income,  receiving  AFDC  bene- 
fits. 

(d)  Participants  employed  under  any  demonstration  program  shall  be  compensated  for  such 
employment  at  a  rate  no  less  than  the  highest  of: 

•  the  Federal  minimum  wage  specified  in  section  6(a)(1)  of  the  Fair  Labor  Standards 
Act  of  1938; 

•  the  rate  specified  by  the  appropriate  State  or  local  minimum  wage  law; 

•  the  rate  paid  to  employees  or  trainees  of  the  same  employer  working  the  same  length 
of  time  and  performing  the  same  type  of  work. 
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(e)        In  assigning  participants  in  the  demonstration  program  to  any  program  activity: 

•  each  assignment  shall  take  into  account  the  physical  capacity,  skills,  experience, 
health  and  safety,  family  responsibilities,  and  place  of  residence  of  the  participant; 

•  no  participant  shall  be  required,  without  bis  or  her  consent,  to  travel  an  unreasonable 
distance  f^m  his  or  her  home  or  remain  away  from  such  home  overnight; 

•  individuals  shall  not  be  discriminated  against  on  the  basis  of  race,  sex,  national  origin, 
religion,  age,  or  handicapping  condition,  and  all  participants  will  have  such  rights  as 
are  available  under  any  applicable  Federal,  State,  or  local  law  prohibiting 
discrimination; 

(0  Appropriate  workers'  compensation  and  tort  claims  protection  shall  be  provided  to  participants 
on  the  same  basis  as  they  are  provided  to  other  individuals  in  the  State  in  similar  employment 
(as  determined  under  regulations  of  the  Secretary). 

(g)  No  work  assignment  under  the  program  shall  result  in  a  violation  of  any  non-displacement, 
grievence,  or  consulation  provisions  specified  in  the  JOBS,  TDtfE  Limit  and  WORK  section. 

(h)  Funds  available  to  carry  out  a  demonstration  program  may  not  be  used  to  assist,  promote,  or 
deter  imion  organizing. 

(i)  The  State  shall  establish  and  maintain  a  grievance  procedure  for  resolving  complaints  by 
regular  employees  or  their  representatives  that  the  work  assigimient  of  an  individual  under  the 
program  violates  any  of  the  prohibitions  described  b  subsection  (g).  A  decision  of  the  State 
under  such  procedure  may  be  appealed  to  the  Secretary  of  Labor  for  investigation  and  such 
action  as  such  Secretary  may  find  necessary. 

Q)         Participants  in  the  program  and  their  fomilies  shall  be  categorically  eligible  for  Medicaid. 
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Make  Work  Pay  [Title  m.  Title  vii] 

Background  and  Vision 

A  crucial  component  of  welfare  reform  that  promotes  work  and  independence  is  making  work  pay. 
In  1992.  30  percent  of  female  heads  of  families  with  children  worked  but  the  family  remained  poor. 
Even  full-time  work  can  leave  a  ^unily  poor.  Almost  1 1  percent  of  these  female  heads  who  worked 
full-year/full-time  were  poor,  15  percent  if  they  had  children  under  six  years  of  age.  Simultaneously, 
the  welfare  system  sets  up  a  devastating  array  of  barriers  for  people  who  receive  assistance  but  want 
to  work.  It  penalizes  those  who  work  by  taldng  away  benefits  dollar  for  dollar;  it  imposes  arduous 
reporting  requirements  for  those  with  earnings  but  still  eligible  to  receive  assistance;  and  it  prevents 
saving  for  the  future  with  a  meager  limit  on  assets.  Moveover,  working  poor  families  often  lack 
adequate  health  protection  and  face  sizeable  child  care  costs.  Too  often,  parents  may  choose  welfare 
instead  of  work  in  order  to  ensure  that  their  children  have  health  insurance  and  receive  child  care.  If 
oar  goals  are  to  encourage  work  and  independence,  to  help  families  who  are  playing  by  the  rules,  and 
to  reduce  both  poverty  and  welfare  use,  then  work  must  pay  better  than  welfare. 

Working  family  tax  credits  are  a  major  component  of  making  work  pay.  The  expansion  of  the 
Earned  Income  Tax  Credit  (EITC)  passed  b  1993  was  a  significant  step  toward  making  it  possible  for 
low-wage  workers  to  support  themselves  and  their  families  above  poverty.  When  fuliy'lmplemented, 
it  will  have  the  effect  of  making  a  $4.25  per  hour  job  pay  nearly  $6.00  per  hour  for  a  parent  with  two 
or  more  children.  Those  families  who  are  eligible  for  the  maximum  credit  in  1996  obtain,  in  effect,  a 
raise  worth  $1.62  per  hour  (or  $3,000  per  year),  assuming  full-year/ftill-time  work.  Full  utilization 
and  periodic  distribution  will  maximize  the  effea  of  this  pay  raise  for  the  working  poor. 

A  critical  step  toward  making  work  pay  is  ensuring  that  all  Americans  have  health  insurance 
coverage.  Many  recipients  are  trapped  on  welfare  by  their  inability  to  find  or  keep  jobs  with  health 
benefits  that  provide  the  security  they  need.  And  too  often,  poor,  non-working  findlies  on  welfare 
have  better  coverage  than  poor,  working  families.  The  President's  health  care  reform  plan  will 
provide  universal  health  care  coverage,  ensuring  that  no  one  will  have  to  choose  welfare  instead  of 
work  to  ensure  that  their  children  have  health  insurance.  The  EITC  expansion,  access  to  child  care, 
and  health  care  reform  will  support  workers  as  they  leave  welfare  to  maintain  their  independence  and 
self-sufficiency. 

Another  essential  component  for  making  work  pay  is  affordable,  accessible  child  care.  In  order  for 
families,  especially  single-parent  families,  to  be  able  to  work  or  prepare  themselves  for  work,  they 
need  dependable  care  for  their  children.  In  addition  to  ensuring  child  care  for  participants  b  the 
transitional  assistance  program  and  for  those  who  transition  off  welfare,  child  care  subsidies  will  be 
made  available  to  low-income  working  families  who  have  never  been  on  welfare. 

All  regulatory  provisions  specified  in  this  section  shall  be  published  within  1  year  of  enactment  of  this 
act,  unless  specified  as  otherwise. 
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A.  CHILD  CARE 

Current  Law  and  General  Direction  of  Proposal 

The  Federal  Government  currently  subsidizes  child  care  for  low-income  families  through  a  number  of 
different  programs.  The  programs  have  different  eligibility  rules  and  regulations,  creating  an 
extremely  complicated  system  that  is  hard  for  both  providers  and  recipients  to  navigate.  The  major 
existing  programs  include  an  entitlement  to  child  care  for  AFDC  recipients  (title  IV-A);  transitional 
child  care  (TCC)  (also  an  entitlement)  for  iq>  to  a  year  for  people  who  have  left  welfare  for  work;  a 
capped  entitlement  ($3(X)  million)  for  those  the  State  determines  to  be  at-risk  of  AFDC  receipt  (At- 
Risk);  and  the  Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant  (CCDBG).  There  is  also  a  disregard  for 
child  care  costs  available  to  working  AFDC  recipients.  While  these  multiple  programs  provide 
valuable  support  for  child  care,  legislative  changes  are  needed  to  strengthen  the  welfare  reform  plan. 

We  are  at  this  time  making  changes  only  In  the  IV-A  programs,  which  vinll  remain  as  separate 
authorities.  Any  changes  in  the  CCDBG  will  be  made  during  its  reauthorization  in  1995. 


Quid  care  is  critical  to  the  success  of  welfare  reform.  It  is  essential  to  provide  child  cgre  support  for 
parents  receiving  assistance  who  will  be  required  to  participate  in  education,  training,  and 
employment.  In  addition,  child  care  support  for  the  working  poor  is  also  essential  to  'making  work 
pay'  and  to  enable  parents  to  remain  in  the  workforce.  Our  goals  are  to  increase  child  care  funding 
so  that  families  have  the  access  to  the  child  care  that  they  need,  to  simplify  the  administration  of 
Federal  child  care  programs  to  support  the  development  of  State  child  care  systems  and  to  reduce  the 
likelihood  that  parents  and  children  will  have  to  change  providers  as  they  move  from  funding  stream 
to  funding  stream,  and  to  assure  that  children  are  cared  for  in  healthy  and  safe  environments. 

Rationale 

We  are  proposing  to  increase  available  Mid  care  support  significantly  by  extending  the  child  care 
guarantee  to  JOBS  Prep  and  WORK  program  participants  and  by  increasing  the  funding  for  child 
care  for  working  poor  families  through  the  At-Risk  Odld  Care  Program.  To  assure  access  to  a 
variety  of  forms  of  child  care,  we  would  prohibit  States  from  lowering  their  State-wide  limits  and 
mandate  that  States  supplement  the  disregard  or  provide  a  second,  direa  payment  option  to  all 
parents.  To  improve  consistency,  we  propose  to  have  the  IV-A  child  care  programs  follow  the 
CCDBG  requirements  and  allow  States  to  place  all  Federal  child  care  programs  in  one  agency. 
Finally,  to  increase  supply  and  improve  quality  in  order  to  ensure  that  children  are  in  healthy  and 
safe  environments,  we  propose  to  create  a  set-aside  in  the  At-Risk  program,  to  make  licensing  and 
monitoring  of  IV-A  child  care  programs  allowable  for  reimbursement  as  an  adnunistrative  cost,  to  add 
IV-A  requirements  thai  States  mist  assure  that  children  do  not  have  access  to  toxic  substances  and 
weapons  and  that  all  children  must  be  immunized  to  meet  the  Public  Health  Service  immunization 


We  have  seleaed  the  strategy  of  using  the  CCDBG  standards  and  adding  two  new  standards  because 
we  believe  this  truly  represents  the  minimal  requirements  that  can  assure  that  children  are  protected. 
Many  States  obviously  agree  since  they  are  already  using  the  same  standards  for  IV-A  child  care  and 
CCDBG  child  care  according  to  their  State  plans.  In  all  cases  except  immunization.  States  will 
continue  to  establish  their  own  standards;  in  the  case  of  immunization,  we  do  not  believe  requirements 
should  vary  from  State  to  State.  Using  the  CCDBG  standards  for  IV-A  child  care  also  strengthens  the 
parental  rights  and  opportunities;  we  will  assure  the  parental  choice  of  providers,  provide  parents 
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information  on  options  for  care  and  payment  of  child  care,  and  establish  a  system  for  paremal 
complaints. 

Specifications 

1.  Increased  Funding  for  Child  Care 

(a)  Change  the  State  match  for  the  At-Risk  Child  Care  Program,  Section  402(i)  to  that  consistent 
with  the  new,  enhanced  match  for  other  IV-A  services.  Increase  the  amount  authorized  for 
the  program  to  $300  million  in  1995;  $500  million  in  1996;  $580  million  in  1997;  $755 
million  in  1998;  and  $1  billion  in  1999.  The  program  will  increase  by  $50  million  each  year 
thereafter  until  2004  when  it  will  increase  by  $100  million.  Restrict  eligibility  to  families  not 
eligible  for  other  IV-A  child  care  programs.  Reallocate  unused  At-Risk  funds  to  Stales  that 
have  exceeded  the  required  State  match.  If  the  State  unemployment  rate  increases 
dramatically,  the  amount  of  the  required  match  would  be  reduced.  Similarly,  the  capped 
entitlement  would  be  increased  in  the  event  of  high  unemployment  nationwide.  (See 
description  in  JOBS,  Time  Lmos  and  WORK  seaion) 

(b)  Change  the  State  match  for  all  other  IV-A  child  care  programs  to  the  new,  enhanced  match 
for  other  IV-A  services.  -^ 

2.  Program  Simplification/Consistency  Issues 

(a)  Continue  to  have  the  IV-A  child  care  funds  flow  to  the  IV-A  agency  but  give  the  States  the 
explicit  option  to  contract  to  the  lead  CCDBG  agency. 

(b)  Make  the  IV-A  requirements  for  coordination,  public  involvement,  and  consultation  in 
relationship  to  development  of  the  IV-A  child  care  plan  consistent  with  the  requirements  of 
the  CCDBG  statute. 

(c)  Make  the  IV-A  child  care  requirements  consistent  with  CCDBG  requirements  with  respect  to 
parental  rights  and  health  and  safety  standards. 

Add  to  the  health  and  safety  standards  seaion: 

(i)  a  requirement  that  the  State  must  have  requirements  that  children  funded  under  the 
rV-A  child  care  programs  are  immunized  at  levels  specified  by  PHS.  States  will  be 
given  the  flexibility  to  exclude  ceruin  children  from  this  requirement. 

(ii)  a  requirement  that  the  State  must  have  rules  to  assure  that  no  child  has  access  to  toxic 
and  illegal  substances  or  weapons  in  the  child  care  setting. 

(d)  Require  that  the  State  establish  and  periodically  revise  sliding  fee  scales  that  provide  cost 
sharing  by  the  families  that  receive  Federal  assistance  for  child  care  services.  The  fee  scales 
will  be  the  same  for  all  programs  (those  used  for  CCDBG). 

(e)  Establish  one  requirement  for  State  reporting  to  cover  all  programs,  with  core  data  elements 
to  be  defined  by  the  Secretary. 
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3.  ContinuitYQfCarc 

(a)  Give  States  the  option  under  the  IV-A  programs  to  extend  hours  and  weeks  of  care  when 
reasonable  to  assure  continuity  of  care  for  children. 

4.  Information  to  Parents 

(a)  Require  that  States  must  provide  child  care  information  to  parents  (use  CCDBG  language, 
adding  '(including  options  for  care  and  payment).*) 

5.  Svppiy  and  Oviality  l55u« 

(a)  Create  a  10%  set  aside  in  the  At-Risk  program  for  supply  building  and  quality  improvements 
usmg  language  m  CCDBG  Section  658  (G)  as  allowable  activities  and  adding  as  an  allowable 
activity  the  expansion  of  die  supply  of  care  for  infants  and  toddlers  in  low-income 
conununities  (as  defined  by  the  States). 

(b)  Establish  explicitly  that  licensing  and  monitoring  of  IV-A  funded  child  care  providers  is  an 
allowable  administrative  cost,  limited  by  a  cap  on  expenditures  of  $15  million  a  year  with 
State  allocations  set  by  a  formula  established  by  the  Secretary.  ^^ 

6.  Payment 

(a)  Prohibit  States  from  lowering  their  statewide  limits  below  those  in  effect  on  January  1.  1994. 

(b)  Retain  the  disregard,  but  mandate  that  States  must  offer  working  AFDC  recipients  the  same 
level  and  forms  of  child  care  assistance  as  fomilies  in  JOBS,  TCC,  and  At-Rlsk  Child  Care. 
To  accomplish  this.  States  may  either  offer  families  the  choice  of  the  disregard  or  a  direct 
payment  for  care  or  they  may  instead  offer  them  a  supplement  to  the  disregard. 

7.  Clarification  of  the  Guarantee 

Guarantee  child  care  for  volunteers  whose  activities  are  approved  as  part  of  their 
employability  plan  under  JOBS  regardless  of  the  availability  of  JOBS  funding  for  those 
activities  if  die  volunteer  still  undertakes  the  approved  activities. 

8.  Tgrritgri^ 

Allow  territories  to  use  WORK  funds  to  pay  for  child  care  for  WORK  participants;  continue 
to  allow  them  to  use  JOBS  funds  to  pay  for  child  care  for  JOBS  participants.  Remove  At- 
Risk  Child  Care  from  the  territorial  cap  (See  Improving  Govebnuent  Assistance  section). 
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B.  IMPROVING  THE  EITC  (TiUe  III] 

1.         permitting  Publicly  Administered  Advanced  EITC  Payment  Systems 

Current  Law 

The  earned  income  tax  credit  (EITC)  is  a  refundable  tax  credit  available  to  a  low-income  filer  who 
has  earned  income  and  whose  adjusted  gross  income  is  below  specified  thresholds.  Low  Income 
workers  can  claim  the  EITC  when  filing  their  tax  returns  at  the  end  of  the  year.  In  addition,  workers 
with  children  have  the  choice  of  obtaining  a  portion  of  the  credit  in  advance  through  their  employers, 
and  claiming  the  balance  of  the  credit  upon  filing  their  Income  tax  returns.  The  amount  of  the 
advanced  payment  is  calculated  on  the  basis  that  taxpayers  have  only  one  qualifying  child.  The 
annual  advanced  EITC  payment  cannot  exceed  60  percent  of  the  maximum  full-year  EITC  for  a  family 
with  one  child.  In  1996,  the  maximum  advance  payment  would  be  SI, 223. 

An  employee  choosing  to  receive  a  portion  of  the  EITC  in  advance  does  so  by  filing  a  form  W-5  with 
his  or  her  employer.  The  employer  is  not  required  to  verify  employee 's  eligibility  for  the  credit. 
Employers  may  be  penalized  for  failing  to  comply  with  an  employee 's  request  for  an  advanced 
payment.  The  employer  calculates  the  advanced  EITC  payment  to  which  an  employee  is  entitled  based 
on  the  employee's  wages  and  filing  status  and  adds  the  appropriate  amount  to-ihe  employee's 
paycheck.  The  employer  reduces  its  payment  of  employment  and  Income  taxes  to  the  IRS  by  the 
aggregate  amount  of  advanced  EITC  payments  made  during  the  period  and  reports  this  amount  to  the 
IRS  on  form  941. 

At  the  end  of  the  year,  the  employer  notifies  both  the  IRS  and  the  employee  of  the  aaual  amounts  of 
advanced  credits  paid  to  the  employee  by  filling  in  a  box  on  the  form  W-2.  When  filing  their  income 
tax  return  at  the  end  of  the  year,  an  employee  is  required  to  report  advance  payments,  if  any,  of  the 
EITC. 


The  proposal  would  promote  use  of  advance  payment  option  of  the  Earned  Income  Tax  Credit 
(AEITC)  by  allowing  seleaed  public  agencies  to  administer  an  advanced  EITC  payment  for  low 
income  workers  who  voluntarily  request  it.  For  example,  a  States  might  choose  to  administer  the 
AEITC  through  Food  Stamp  offices.  States  are  not  permitted  to  do  this  under  current  statute. 

Ratiqnalg 

Few  programs  are  as  effective  in  reaching  the  eligible  population  as  the  EITC.  Despite  the  successes 
of  the  current  program,  the  delivery  of  the  EITC  could  be  improved,  particularly  by  enhancing  the 
probability  that  the  EITC  will  be  claimed  in  advance  throughout  the  year  rather  than  as  a  year-end 
lump  sum  payment.  In  recent  years,  fewer  than  I  percent  qfETTC  claimants  have  received  the  credit 
through  advance  payments  in  their  paychecks.  The  reasons  for  the  low  utilization  rate  are  not  fidly 
known,  though  a  recent  GAO  study  found  that  many  low-income  taxpayers  were  unaware  they  could 
claim  the  credit  in  advance. 
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There  may  be  other  barriers  to  participation  in  the  advance  payment  option.  The  GAO  study  also 
found  that  once  informed,  many  workers  stated  that  they  would  prefer  to  receive  the  EITC  in  a  lump- 
sum payment.  While  some  workers  may  simply  prefer  the  forced  savings  aspect  of  receiving  the  credit 
in  a  lump  sum,  others  may  fear  their  employer's  reaaion  if  they  ask  for  a  government  wage 
Supplement  to  be  added  to  their  paycheck.  Others  may  be  fearful  of  owing  the  government  a  large 
sum  of  money  at  the  end  of  the  year  because  they  received  too  large  an  amount  in  advance. 

It  is  believed  that  welfare  recipients,  in  particular,  could  benefit  from  receiving  the  credit  at  more 
regular  intervals  throughout  the  year.  By  receiving  the  credit  as  they  earn  wages,  workers  would 
observe  the  direct  link  between  work  effort  and  the  EITC.  Public  agencies  that  deal  directly  with 
welfare  recipients  are  uniquely  advantaged  to  ensure  that  the  AEITC  option  is  used  frequently  and 
appropriately.  They  could  explain  to  recipients  who  are  about  to  transition  from  welfare  to  work  how 
the  AEITC  will  increase  their  income  stream,  making  work  a  more  rational  option. 

Allowing  States  the  option  to  provide  advance  payments  of  the  EITC  through  public  agencies  (e.g., 
the  offices  which  also  provide  food  stamp  benefits)  could  dramatically  increase  use  of  the  AEITC 
among  the  working  AFDC  and  ex-AFDC  populations.  A  State  could  choose  to  target  information 
about  the  EITC  to  welfare  recipients  or  other  individuals  likely  to  become  welfare  recipients  but  who 
are  currently  outside  the  workforce.  Individuals  could  have  the  choice  of  receiving  the  credit  from  a 
neutral  third-party,  without  fear  of  notifying  their  employers  of  their  eligibility  j^jr  the  EITC. 
Moreover,  they  could  receive  assistance  in  determining  the  appropriate  amount  of  the  EITC  to  claim 
in  advance.  States  would  also  have  the  resources  to  verify  eligibility  for  the  credit  better  than 
employers,  reducing  the  risk  of  erroneous  payments  being  made  to  ineligible  persons.  This  option 
would  also  allow  for  an  evaluation  of  alternative  delivery  systems. 

Specifications 

(a)  A  State  would  have  the  option  to  propose  to  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  a  demonstration 
project  pursuant  to  which  advance  payments  of  the  EITC  would  be  made  to  eligible  residents 
through  a  State  agency.  Such  agencies  may  include  public  assistance  offices  (AFDC  and/or 
Food  Stamps),  Employment  Service  Offices,  State  finance  and  revenue  agencies,  and  so  forth. 
A  State  may  choose  only  one  agency  to  provide  the  advance  credit. 

(b)  Approval  by  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  of  a  State's  proposal  would  be  required  in  all 
cases.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  would  consult  with  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services,  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  and  other  Departmental  Secretaries  as  appropriate  if 
the  State  proposal  includes  coordination  of  EITC  payments  and  other  Federal  benefits. 

(c)  Where  appropriate.  States  may  include  in  their  proposals  coordination  of  advance  payments  of 
the  EITC  and  other  Federal  benefits  (such  as  food  stamps)  through  electronic  benefit 
technology. 

(d)  State  plans  would  be  required  to  specify  how  payment  of  the  EITC  would  be  administered. 
Sutes  must  include  a  detailed  explanation  of  how  eligibility  for  the  credit  would  be 
determined  and  verified.  States  would  also  have  to  agree  to  provide  recipients  and  the  IRS 
with  annual  information  reports  in  a  timely  ^hion  (typically  by  January  31  of  the  following 
year)  showing  the  amounts  of  the  EITC  paid  in  advance.  In  addition.  States  would  agree  to 
provide  the  IRS  with  a  listing  by  December  1st  of  the  names  and  social  security  numbers  of 
all  persons  who  participated  in  the  State  program  at  any  time  during  the  year  (through 
October).  Sutes  which  failed  to  meet  these  reporting  requirements  would  not  be  allowed  to 
continue  participation  in  the  program. 
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(e)  States  would  be  allowed  (but  not  required)  to  provide  on  an  advanced  basis  up  to  75  percent 
of  the  maximum  amount  of  the  credit  for  which  the  taxpayer  is  eligible  and  voluntarily 
requests. 

(f)  States  would  reduce  payments  of  withholding  taxes  (for  both  income  and  payroll  taxes)  from 
their  own  employees  by  the  amount  of  the  advance  payments  made  during  the  prior  quarter. 

(g)  After  the  processing  of  income  tax  returns  and  matching  of  returns  with  information  rqwrts, 
the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  would  be  required  to  issue  an  annual  report  detailing  the  extent 
to  which  Eire  claimants  under  Sute  plans:  (1)  participated  in  the  State  plan;  (2)  filed  a  tax 
return;  (3)  reported  accurately  the  amount  of  the  advanced  payments  payable  during  the  year 
by  the  sute;  and  (4)  repaid  any  overpayments  of  the  advanced  EITC  within  the  prescribed 
time.  The  report  would  also  contain  an  estimate  of  the  amount  of  the  excessive  overpayments 
made  by  the  sute.  Excessive  overpayments  would  bclude  advance  payments  not  reported  on 
the  tax  return  and  advance  payments  b  excess  of  ttie  EITC  calculated  on  the  basis  of 
information  reported  to  the  IRS  and  causbg  taxpayers  to  owe  outstanding  amounts  to  the  IRS. 

(h)  Sutes  would  be  required  to  rq)ay  the  Federal  government  SO  percent  of  excessive  advance 
payments  subsequently  not  recaptured  by  the  IRS  made  to  State  residents  participating  in  the 
plan  over  a  4  percent  threshold.  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  would  demojjtrate  that  due 
and  diligent  effort  had  been  made  to  recapture  these  amounts  through  normal  procedures. 
The  4  percent  threshold  applies  to  all  advanced  payments  made  by  the  Sute  for  a  given  tax 
year.  States  would  become  liable  for  the  excessive  amounts  two  years  after  the  due  date  for 
the  filing  of  a  tax  return. 

0)  The  Secretary  of  Treasury  and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services  would  jointly 
ensure  that  technical  assistance  is  provided  to  States  undertaldng  demonstration  projects  aimed 
at  increasing  participation  in  the  EITC  and  the  EITC  advanced  payment  programs.  Sufficient 
training  and  adequate  resources  would  be  provided  to  both  agencies  pursuant  to  the  provision 
of  technical  assistance  to  the  Sutes.  The  Secretaries  of  Treasury  and  HHS  will  sec  that  such 
pilots  are  rigorously  evaluated. 

(j)  The  Secretary  of  Treasury,  in  consulution  with  the  Secretary  of  HHS,  shall  enter  into 
agreements  with  up  to  4  Sutes  to  pilot  and  assess  the  development  and  implement  publicly 
administered  advanced  Earned  Income  Tax  Credit  initiatives.  The  Food  Stamp  population  for 
the  seleaed  Sutes  can  not  equal  more  than  5%  of  die  Food  Stamp  caseload  nationwide. 

(k)  These  agreements  shall  provide  planning  and  implementation  grants  to  States  selected  under 
this  provision  provided: 

0)         that  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  also  reviews  and  approves  of  the  proposal  submitted 
to  the  Secretary  of  DHHS; 

(ii)        that  the  selected  Sutes  agree  to  share  their  findings  and  lessons  with  other  interested 
Sutes  in  a  manner  to  be  described  by  the  Secretary. 

0)  The  total  amount  available  under  this  provision  for  demonstration  planning,  organizing,  and 
start-up  is  $1.4  million  and  no  individual  State  can  receive  a  grant  in  excess  of  $500,000. 
These  demonstration  programs  shall  not  exceed  three  years  in  duration. 

(m)        AFDC  and  Food  Stamp  administrative  funds  can  be  used  to  pay  for  these  provisions. 
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C.         INCOME  DISREGARDS  [Title  VU] 

Cgrrgnt  L?w 

Federal  AFDC  law  requires  that  all  income  received  by  an  AFDC  recipient  or  applicant  be  counted 
against  the  AFDC  grant  except  income  that  is  explicitly  excluded  by  definition  or  deduaion.  States 
are  required  by  Federal  law  to  disregard  the  following  income:  (I)  for  the  first  four  months  of 
earnings,  working  recipients  are  allowed  a  $90  work  expense  disregard,  another  530  unspecified 
disregard,  and  one-third  of  remaining  earnings  are  also  disregarded;  (2)  the  one-third  disregard  ends 
after  four  months;  and  (3)  the  unspecified  $30  disregard  ends  after  12  months. 

In  addition,  a  child  care  expense  disregard  of  $175  per  child  per  month  ($200  if  the  child  is  under  2) 
is  permitted  to  be  calculated  after  other  disregard  provisions  have  been  applied.  Currently,  $50  in 
child-support  is  passed  through  to  families  with  established  awards.  States  are  now  required  to 
disregard  the  EITC  in  determining  eligibility  for  and  benefits  under  the  AFDC  program. 


The  provisions  proposed  under  this  component  are  designed  to:  (1)  make  the  treatment  of  income 
simpler  for  both  recipients  and  welfare  officials  to  urulerstand;  (2)  make  work  a  more  attraaive, 
rational  option  for  those  who  would  continue  to  receive  assistance;  (3)  remove  the  time  sensitivity  of 
current  rules  Oe.,  eliminate  provisions  which  change  the  rules  governing  the  treatment  of  income 
depending  on  how  long  the  person  has  worked);  and  (4)  improve  the  economic  well-being  of  those 
who  need  to  combine  work  and  welfare.  (See  Improving  Government  Assistance  for  other  earning 
disregard  provisions) 

Specifications 

(a)  Require  States  to  disregard  a  minimum  of  $120  in  earnings,  indexed  for  inflation  in  rounded 
increments  of  $10. 

(b)  States  will  have  the  flexibility  to  establish  their  own  disregard  policies  on  earned  income 
above  this  amount  for  both  applicants  and/or  recipients  and  WORX  program  participants. 

(c)  States  shall  have  flexibility  in  establishing  fill-the-gap  policies  (i.e..  States  will  have  the 
flexibility  to  determine  which  types  of  income  should  be  considered  in  developing  a  fill-the- 
gap  policy,  such  as  child  support  payments,  stipends,  etc,  in  addition  to  earned  income). 

(d)  The  AFDC  $50  pass-through  of  child  support  payments  will  also  be  indexed  for  inflation  in 
rounded  $10  increments.  States  will  have  the  flexibility  to  pass-through  additional  child 
support  payments  above  this  amount. 

(e)  The  Federally  established  earnings  disregard  and  the  $50  child  support  pass-through  will  be 
indexed  for  inflation  according  to  changes  in  the  consumer  price  index  (CPI).  The  disregards 
will  be  rounded  to  the  nearest  $10  increment. 
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The  base  period  for  the  provisions  to  index  the  disregards  shall  be  the  calendar  quarter  ending 
September  30,  1996.  The  computation  quarter  for  determining  whether  an  adjustment  is 
warranted  shall  be  the  calendar  quarter  ending  September  30  for  each  year  following  1996. 
For  compuution  purposes,  adjustments  will  be  determined  based  on  the  un-rounded  disregard 
amount.  For  example,  if  the  unrounded  adjusted  value  of  the  disregard  is  $125,  then  the 
rounded  disregard  is  $130.  To  determine  the  value  of  the  disregard  b  the  subsequent  year. 
the  change  in  the  CPI  will  be  compared  to  $126,  not  $130.  Adjustments  to  the  disregards 
will  become  effective  the  following  January  1. 

(f)         The  effective  date  of  these  provisions  shall  be  October  1,  1996. 

Rationale 

The  proposal  allows  for  greater  State  flexibility;  State  can  determine  the  appropriate  income  disregard 
and  can  determine  which  sources  of  income  to  disregard.  The  indexing  of  the  minimum  amount  will 
ensure  that  working  recipients  are  afforded  an  adequate  earned  disregard  in  the  future. 
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Performance  Measures  Proposal  [Title  iv] 

Vision 

The  provisions  described  in  this  seaion  initiate  a  process  that  mil  result  in  the  development  and 
implementation  of  a  comprehensive  performance  measurement  system  which  refleas  and  reinforces  the 
emerging  'culture'  of  the  redesigned  welfare  system. 

Current  JOBS  Law 

Under  the  SSA  seaion  487  [FSA  Seaion  203(b)]  not  later  than  Oaober  1st.  1993.  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  shall: 

(1)  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Labor,  representatives  of  organizations  representing 
Governors.  State  and  local  program  administrators,  educators.  State  job  training  coordinating 
councils,  community-based  organizations,  recipients,  and  other  interested  persons,  develop 
performance  standards  with  respect  to  the  programs  established  pursuant  to  this  part  that  are  based, 
in  part,  on  the  results  of  the  studies  conduaed  under  seaion  203(c)  of  such  Aa,  and  the  initial  State 
evaluations  Cifany)  performed  under  seaion  486  of  this  Act;  and 

(2)  submit  his/her  recommendations  for  performance  standards  developed  under  paragraph  (1)  to  the 
appropriate  committees  of  jurisdiaion  of  Congress,  which  recommendations  shall  be  made  with 
respea  to  specific  measurements  of  outcomes  and  be  based  on  the  degree  of  success  which  may  be 
reasonably  expected  of  States  in  helping  individuals  to  increase  earnings,  achieve  self-sufficiency,  and 
reduce  welfare  dependency,  and  shall  not  be  measured  solely  by  levels  of  activity  or  participation. 
Performance  standards  developed  under  this  subseaion  shall  be  reviewed  periodically  by  the  Secretary 
and  modified  to  the  extent  necessary. 

Current  JOBS  Program  Performance  Measures 

Participation  rate  for  all  AFDC  recipients  required  to  participate  in  JOBS  (45  CFR  250.74(b)  and 
250.78)  -  For  Fiscal  Year  1994  the  required  participation  rate  is  15%.  This  is  to  ensure  that  a 
minimum  proportion  of  the  AFDC  adult  population  is  participating  at  a  meaningful  (significant)  level. 

Participation  rate  for  AFDC-UP  recipients  (45  CFR  250.74(c)  -  For  Fiscal  Year  1994  the  required 
participation  rate  is  40%.  This  is  to  ensure  that  a  minimum  proportion  of  the  AFDC-UP  principal 
wage  earners  or  their  spouses  engage  in  work  activities. 

Target  group  expenditures  (45  CFR  250.74(a)(1))  -  At  least  55%  of  a  State's  JOBS  expenditures  must 
be  spent  on  applicants  and  recipients  who  are  members  of  the  State's  target  populations  as  defined  at 
45  CFR  250.1.  This  is  to  ensure  that  the  hard  to  serve  are  served  by  requiring  that  55%  of  IV-F 
expenditures  are  spent  on  the  target  groups  defined  in  the  statute  or,  if  different,  approved  as  a  part  of 
the  State's  JOBS  plan. 

Current  Data  Reporting  Svstem 

The  JOBS  Case  Sample  Reporting  System  (CSRS)  was  established  to  meet  some  of  the  reporting 
requirements  mandated  by  section  487  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  However,  the  data  necessary  to 
establish  participation  rates  is  collected  through  both  CSRS  and  aggregate  hard  copy.  Only  data 
necessary  to  establish  the  numerator  for  overall  participation  is  collected  through  CSRS.  The 
population  from  which  each  State  must  draw  its  sample  (or  in  lieu  of  drawing  a  sample,  the  State  may 
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submit  the  entire  population  each  month)  is  defined  as  the  number  of  JOBS  participants  that  were 
engaged  in  at  least  one  hour  of  activity  in  an  approved  JOBS  program  component  during  the  sample 
month.  In  addition  to  JOBS  program  dau,  a  limited  amount  of  demographic  dau  and  child  care  data 
is  also  required  to  be  submitted. 

Current  OC  Law 

Under  section  408  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  Sutes  are  required  to  operate  a  quality  conuol  system 
in  order  to  ensure  the  accuracy  of  payments  in  the  AFDC  program.  Sutes  operate  the  system  in 
accordance  with  time  schedules,  sampling  methodologies,  and  review  procedures  prescribed  by  the 
Secretary.  The  law  defines:  what  constitutes  a  payment  error;  how  error  rates  and  disallowances  are 
calculated;  the  method  for  adjusting  Sute  matching  payments;  and  the  administrative  and  judicial 
reviews  available  to  States  subject  to  disallowances  because  of  error  rates  in  excess  of  the  national 
standard  (i.e.,  the  national  error  rate  for  each  year). 

The  AFDC-QC  system  funrtions  primarily  as  a  monitoring/auditing  system.  Its  primary  purpose  is  to 
establish  the  correctness  with  which  payments  are  made  to  AFDC  cases  in  each  State.  The  AFDC- 
QC  system  also  obuins  the  data  necessary  to  produce  the  publication  entitled  "Characteristics  and 
Financial  Circumstances  of  AFDC  Recipients."  The  AFDC-QC  system  is  not  used  to  meet  any  of  the 
reporting  requirements  for  the  AFDC  program.  Subsequent  to  the  establishment  of  this  system, 
which  is  a  subsystem  of  the  National  Integrated  Quality  Conuol  System  (NIQCS)rt)MB  required 
additional  AFDC  data  be  collected  to  replace  the  biennial  survey  of  AFDC  families  that  had  been  in 
place  through  1979. 

Vision 

One  objeaive  of  welfare  reform  is  to  transform  the  'culture'  of  the  welfare  system:  from  an 
institutional  system  whose  primary  mission  is  to  ensure  that  poor  children  have  a  minimal  level  of 
economic  resources  to  a  system  that  focuses  equal  anention  on  the  task  of  integrating  their  adult 
caretakers  into  the  economic  and  social  mainstream  of  society.  We  envision  an  outcome-based 
performance  measurement  system  that  consists  of  a  limited  set  of  broad  measures  and  focuses  State 
efforts  on  the  goals  of  the  transitional  support  system  -  helping  recipients  become  self-sufficient, 
reducing  dependency,  and  moving  recipients  into  worL  The  system  would  be  developed  and 
implemented  over  time,  as  specified  in  statute.  Interested  parties  will  be  included  in  the  process  for 
determining  outcome-based  performance  measures  and  standards. 

Until  a  system  incorporating  outcome-based  standards  can  be  put  in  place.  State  performance  will  be 
measured  against  service  delivery  measures  as  specified  in  statute.  These  service  delivery  standards 
would  be  used  to  monitor  program  implementation  and  operations,  provide  incentives  for  timely 
implementation,  and  ensure  that  States  were  providing  services  needed  to  convert  welfare  into  a 
transitional  support  system.  The  current  targeting  and  participation  standards  would  be  eliminated 
(see  draft  specifications  on  JOBS.  Time  Uurrs.  and  WORK).  The  new  service  delivery  measure  for 
JOBS  would  ensure  that  a  substantial  portion  of  such  cases  are  being  served  on  an  ongoing  basis.  As 
soon  as  WORK  program  requirements  begin  to  take  effect  (i.e..  two  years  after  the  effective  date  of 
the  start  of  the  phase-in).  States  would  be  subjea  to  a  performance  standard  under  the  WORK 
program.  Until  automated  systems  are  operational  and  reliable.  State  performance  vis-a-vis  these 
service  delivery  measures  would  be  based  on  information  gathered  through  the  modified  QC  system. . 
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Within  a  specified  time  period  after  enactment  of  this  bill,  the  Secretary  will  develop  a  broader  system 
of  standards  which  incorporates  measures  addressing  the  States'  success  in  moving  clients  toward  self- 
sufficiency  and  reducing  their  average  tenure  on  welfare.  All  accompanying  regulations  to  this 
section  shall  be  published  within  12  months  of  the  enactment  of  this  aa,  unless  an  effeaive  date  is 
otherwise  specified. 

Rationale 

The  standards  against  which  systems  performance  are  judged  must  reflect  the  emerging  mission  or 
goal  of  the  reformed  system.  The  existing  Quality  Control  (QC)  system  may  aaually  create 
counterproduaive  incentives  for  States  attempting  to  cope  with  this  emerging  institutional 
environment.  QCfocusses  on  how  well  the  income  support  funaion  is  done  to  the  exclusion  of  other 
systems  goals.  This  direaly  shapes  the  atmosphere  of  and  feel  within  welfare  agencies;  how 
personnel  are  selected  and  trained,  how  administrative  processes  are  organized,  and  the  basis  for 
allocating  organizational  rewards. 

It  is  a  simple  reality  that  the  management  and  technological  demands  which  emerge  from  a  system 
designed  to  change  how  people  funaion  are  more  complex  than  those  for  an  income  support  system. 
Strategies  that  judge  performance  solely  by  inputs  or  effort  will  no  longer  be  adequate.  The  new 
system  eventually  must  be  judged  by  what  is  accomplished  rather  than  how  it  is  accomplished.  At  the 
same  time,  the  challenges  of  transforming  organizational  cultures  cannot  be  ignored;-^  must  remain 
cognizant  of  the  implementation  and  operational  challenges  all  levels  of  government  will  confront  in 
moving  to  the  new  system. 

In  response  to  the  demands  imposed  by  substantive  organizational  change,  the  'official"  focus  of  the 
QC  system  will  be  revised  to  include  program  outcomes  in  addition  to  payment  accuracy.  The  QC 
system  should  reflect  the  new  mission  of  the  system  without  jeopardizing  the  integrity  of  the  program 
as  it  is  currently  understood.  This  can  be  achieved  through  the  development  of  performance  measures 
and  standards  that  reflect  the  degree  to  which  the  policy  is  implemented  as  intended  and  which 
eventually  focus  on  results,  while  ensuring  that  the  residual  income  support  funaions  are  administered 
competently.  The  goal  is  that  payment  accuracy  and  other  designated  performance  standards  be  given 
equal  priority  by  the  welfare  agency. 

Provisions  1  through  3  generally  deal  with  requirements  and  procedures  for  establishing  performance 
outcomes;  provisions  4  and  5  deal  with  developing  service  delivery  measures  and  standards  to  assess 
whether  the  program  is  being  implemented  and  operated  as  intended;  and  provision  6  provides  the 
necessary  authority  to  modify  the  QC  system  to  carry  out  the  monitoring  functions  specified  in  the  Act. 

Specifications 

1.  Establishing  an  Outcome-Based  Performance  Standards  System 

Vision 

Part  1:  This  provision  provides  general  authority  to  the  Secretary  ofDHHS  to  establish  an  outcome- 
based  performance  standards  system. 

The  vision  governing  welfare  reform  is  consistent  with  the  theme  of  'reinventing  government.' 
Ultimately,  this  means  less  federal  prescription,  greater  local  flexibility  and  responsibility,  and  the 
measurement  of  success  by  outcomes  and  not  inputs  or  effort. 
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pationale 

These  provisions  establish  and  reinforce  the  goal  that  State  performance  eventually  will  be  Judged  by 
the  results  they  achieve  and  not  the  way  they  achieve  those  results.  This  means  keeping  a  focus  on 
the  goals  of  reform;  moving  clients  toward  self-sufficiency  and  independence  while  ensuring  the 
overall  well-being  of  children  and  their  families. 

Specifications 

(a)  In  accordance  with  the  effective  dates  specified,  in  order  to  assess  State  performance,  the 
Secretary  shall  enact  an  outcome-based  performance  standards  system  that  will  measure  the 
extent  to  which  the  program  helps  participants  improve  their  self-sufficiency,  their 
independence  from  welfare,  their  labor  market  participation,  and  the  economic  well-being  of 
families  with  children.  As  specified  below,  the  Secretary  shall  first  develop  outcome-based 
performance  measures  and  then  shall  take  steps  to  set  expected  standards  of  performance  with 
respect  to  those  measures.  The  system  will  also  include  performance  standards  for  measuring 
the  extent  to  which  individuals  are  served  by  the  transitional  support  system  O-e.,  service 
delivery  standards). 

(b)  The  current  quality  control  system  shall  be  revised  to  reflect  the  new  performance  standards 
system  (see  section  on  Quality  Control).  -•■ 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  publish  annually  Sute-level  dau  indicating  State  performance  under  such 
a  system. 

(d)  Amend  Sec.  487  (b)  to  read:  The  Secretary  may  require  States  to  gather  such  information 
and  perform  such  monitoring  functions  as  are  appropriate  to  assist  in  the  development  of  such 
a  performance  measurement  system  and  shall  include  in  regulations  provisions  establishing 
uniform  reporting  requirements  for  such  information. 

(e)  In  adopting  performance  standards  the  Secretary  shall  use  appropriate  methods  for  obtaining 
data  as  necessary,  which  may  include  access  to  earnings  records.  State  employment  security 
records,  State  Unemployment  Insurance  records,  and  records  collected  under  the  Federal 
Insurance  Contributions  Act  (chapter  21  of  the  Internal  Revenue  Code  of  1986);  drawing 
reliable  statistical  samples  and  revising  QC  reviews  of  AFDC  payment  and  case  information; 
and  using  appropriate  safeguards  to  protect  the  confidentiality  of  the  information  obtained. 

(0  The  Secretary  shall,  in  consulution  with  appropriate  interested  parties,  review  and  modify  the 
performance  measures  and  standards,  and  other  components  of  the  performance  measures 
system  periodically  as  appropriate. 


2.  Developing  an  Outcome-Based  Performance  Measurement  System 

Vision 

Part  2:  This  provision  requires  the  Secretary  to  propose  a  specific  set  of  intermediate  outcome 
measures  and  establishes  a  process  and  timetable  for  doing  such. 

Before  outcome-based  standards  are  established,  a  set  of  outcome-based  measures  will  be  put  in 
place.  (Note:  a  measure  is  merely  an  aspect  of  the  program  on  which  data  is  collected;  a  standard  is 
a  specific  level  of  performance  that  is  expected  of  States  or  agencies  with  respea  to  that  measure.) 
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These  provisions  are  viewed  as  the  first  step  toward  developing  a  true  outcome-based  performance 
measurement  system  and  recognize  complementary  work  taking  place  in  other  agencies. 

Rationale 

Recognizing  the  complexity  of  this  task,  this  legislation  incorporates  a  prudent  strategy  that  moves 
forcefully,  yet  with  reasonable  caution  in  the  direction  of  developing  an  outcome-based  performance 
system. 

Specifications 

(a)  By  April  1,  1996,  for  the  purposes  of  enacting  a  performance  measurement  system,  the 
Secretary  will  develop  recommendations  for  specific  outcome-based  performance  measures 
(with  proposed  definitions  and  data  collection  methodologies)  and  shall  solicit  comments  from 
the  Congress,  Secretaries  of  Labor,  Education,  and  other  Departments,  representatives  of 
organizations  representing  Governors,  State  and  local  program  administrators,  educators,  Sute 
job  training  coordinating  councils,  community-based  organizations,  recipients,  and  other 
interested  persons  (hereinafter  referred  to  as  interested  parties). 

(b)  The  recommendations  shall  include  the  percentage  of  the  caseload  who  reach  the  2-year  time- 
limit  and  may  include  but  shall  not  be  limited  to  measures  which  examine:       ~*' 

(i)  factors  used  in  section  106  of  the  Job  Training  Partnership  Act  and  any  subsequent 
amendments  such  as  placement  and  retention  in  unsubsidized  employment  and  a 
reduction  in  welfare  dependency;  and, 

(ii)        other  factors  as  deemed  appropriate  by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  Based  on  comments  from  the  interested  parties,  the  Secretary  will  finalize  the  measures  and 
will  publish  them  in  the  Federal  Register  by  October  1,  1996. 


3.  Implementing  an  Outcome-Based  Performance  Measurement  System 

Vision 

Pan  3:  This  provision  requires  the  Secretary  to  set  standards  of  performance  for  States  to  meet  with 
respea  to  the  measures  developed  under  prior  provisions  and  sets  some  procedural  guidelines  for 
setting  those  standards. 

Knowing  what  we  want  to  accomplish  is  different  from  setting  concrete  expectations  for  States  about 
what  they  ought  to  accomplish.  The  standards  should  be  set  carefully,  with  adequate  time  to  obtain 
input  from  stakeholders  and  interested  parties  and  to  fully  assess  the  potential  impact  of  the 
standards. 

Rationale 

It  is  important  to  provide  sufficient  time  to  think  through  an  appropriate  set  of  measures  with  relevant 
parties  and  to  carefully  consider  what  kind  of  realistic  standards  might  be  set  with  respect  to  those 
measures.  The  legislation  sets  a  time  period  to  consider  important  measurement  issues  and  what 
consequences  should  be  set  for  failure  to  meet  established  standards. 
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<;p).gifications 

(a)  By  April  1.  1998,  for  the  purposes  of  enacting  outcome-based  standards,  the  Secretary,  in 
consulution  with  interested  parties,  shall  present  recommendations  for  performance  standards 
based  on  the  performance  measure  information  (as  specified  above)  and  other  appropriate 
information. 

(b)  Based  on  comments  from  the  interested  parties,  the  Secretary  will  finalize  the  standards  and 
will  publish  them  in  the  Federal  Register  by  October  1,  1998. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  amend  the  regulations  for  this  Act  to  esublish  the  penalties  and  incentives 
for  the  proposed  standards  by  Oaober  1,  1998.  These  regulations  shall  specify  that  the 
incentives  may  be  paid  from  penalty  payments  collected  and  available  funds  in  the  Secretary's 
Fund,  such  that  the  result  of  such  payments  shall  be  cost-neutral. 


4.  Service  Delivery  Standards 

Vision 

Pan  4:  This  provision  requires  that  certain  standards  be  set  to  determine  /low  we//  States  are 
implementing  key  aspeas  of  the  new  system  and  sets  rewards  and  penalties  based  on  those  standards. 

To  ensure  that  welfare  systems  are  operating  the  program  as  intended,  the  new  performance  system 
will  provide  for  awards  and  penalties  for  State  performance  through  adjustments  to  the  State's  claims 
for  federal  matching  funds  on  AFDC  payments  and  on  JOBS  service  dollars.  These  measures  are 
designed  to  provide  positive  and  negative  incentives  to  States  to  serve  recipients  under  the  new 
transitional  system  arid  to  monitor  program  operations.  States  would  be  subjea  to  financial  incentives 
for  a  monthly  participation  rate  in  JOBS  and  a  participation  rate  in  WORK.  In  addition,  the  caps  on 
JOBS  extensions  and  deferral  assignments  and  State  accuracy  in  keeping  of  the  two-year  clock  are 
considered  service  delivery  standards. 

Rationale 

Because  major  changes  to  the  welfare  system  are  being  proposed,  it  is  critical  that  the  extent  to  which 
the  intent  of  the  law  is  being  realized  be  monitored  carefidly.  Measuring  critical  aspeas  of  the  new 
program  will  provide  necessary  feedback  upon  whicJi  to  judge  progress  toward  changing  the  'culture' 
of  the  welfare  system,  while  the  proposed  set  of  incentives  and  penalties  will  keep  States  focused  on 
the  required  changes. 

Specifications 

(a)  Upon  enactment  of  this  act,  the  Secretary  shall  implement  service  delivery  measures  for 
purposes  of  accounubility  and  compliance. 

(b)  States  shall  be  subject  to  service  delivery  standards  upon  the  effective  date  of  the  new  JOBS 
program.  States  shall  begin  reporting  and  validating  dau  for  service  delivery  measures  no 
later  than  12  months  following  the  publication  of  the  JOBS/WORK  regulations  in  a  manner  to 
be  prescribed  by  the  Secretary. 
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(c) 


The  service  delivery  standards  apply  only  to  the  phased-in  mandatory  population  that  is 
subject  to  the  time  limit  (including  those  additional  groups  a  Sute  can  opt  to  include  in  the 
phase-in  group). 


(d)  Monthly  Panicipation  Rate  in  JOBS:  Similar  to  current  law.  States  are  expected  to  meet  a 
monthly  participation  rate.  Using  a  computation  period  of  each  month  In  a  fiscal  year  (i.e. 
over  a  12  month  period),  the  Sute's  monthly  participation  rate  shall  be  expressed  by  a 
percentage,  and  calculated  as  follows: 

(i)  The  denominator  consists  of  the  average  monthly  number  of  individuals  who  are 
mandatory  for  JOBS  Ge.,  excluding  those  in  the  deferral  status) 

(ii)  The  numerator  consists  of  the  average  monthly  number  of  individuals  who  are 
mandatory  for  JOBS  (i.e.,  excluding  those  in  the  deferral  status)  who  participate  in  an 
activity,  are  employed  and  meet  the  minimum  work  standard  (and  remain  on  aid),  or 
are  in  the  sanctioning  process  as  defined  by  JOBS  program  rules.  The  definition  of 
panicipation  for  the  purposes  of  calculating  the  monthly  participation  rate  will  be 
determined  in  regulation. 

(e)  The  performance  standard  for  the  JOBS  monthly  participation  rate  is  set  at  50_g,ercent,  with  a 
-5/+5  tolerance  level,  with  financial  penalties  if  the  standard  is  not  met  and  financial 
incentives  if  the  standard  is  exceeded.  For  the  proportion  of  caseload  below  the  standard 
(45%),  a  25  percent  reduction  in  the  FFP  for  their  AFDC  benefits  will  be  levied  for  the 
annual  period  covered  by  the  rate,  using  the  average  AFDC  benefit  level  paid  in  the  State  to 
calculate  the  amount  of  the  penalty.  (This  penalty  is  not  a  25  percentage  point  reduction. 
Rather,  the  penalty  will  reduce  the  FFP  from  50  percent  to  37.5  percent,  not  from  50  percent 
to  25  percent.)  There  will  be  no  penalties  or  additional  payments  for  those  States  with 
participation  rates  between  45  and  55  percent.  Penalties  will  not  be  assessed  in  the  first  year 
of  program  operation. 

(0  If  a  State  exceeds  the  JOBS  monthly  participation  rate  (55%)  in  a  fiscal  year,  the  State  will  be 
entitled  to  receive  an  additional  payment  (without  the  requirement  of  any  additional  nonfederal 
share)  for  use  in  carrying  out  its  JOBS  program.  The  payments  will  be  made  from  penalties 
collected  from  State  performance  on  other  service  delivery  measures  and  from  the  Secretary's 
Fund.   The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  amount  of  the  payments. 

(g)  WORK  Program  Participation  Rate:  To  ensure  that  individuals  who  reach  the  time  limit  are 
assigned  to  work  slots.  States  will  be  expected  to  meet  a  WORK  participation  standard. 
Financial  penalties  are  applied  if  the  standard  is  not  met.  The  WORK  performance  measure 
would  take  effect  two  years  after  the  effective  date  of  this  legislation  {see  JOBS.  Time  Limits. 
AM)  WORK  seaion).  To  meet  this  standard.  States  are  required  to  meet  either: 

(i)  Case  I:  The  number  required  so  that  80  percent  of  those  who  are  registered  for  the 
WORK  program  are  assigned  to  a  WORK  slot  or  are  in  other  defined  statuses  (as 
explained  below).  Using  a  computation  period  of  each  month  in  a  fiscal  year  (i.e. 
over  a  12  month  period),  the  WORK  participation  rate  is  expressed  as  a  percentage 
and  is  calculated  as  follows:  (1)  The  denominator  consists  of  two  parts:  first,  the 
average  monthly  number  of  individuals  who  are  registered  for  the  WORK  program 
(i.e.,  excluding  those  in  the  deferral  status);  and  second,  the  average  monthly  number 
of  individuals  who  left  the  WORK  program  within  the  last  three  months  and  are 
working  in  an  unsubsidized  job  and  are  not  eligible  for  an  earnings  supplement.    (2) 
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(I) 


The  numerator  consists  of  the  average  monthly  number  of  individuals  who  are 
assigned  to  a  WORK  slot,  are  in  the  sanctioning  process  as  defined  under  the  WORK 
program  rules,  are  participating  in  a  WORK  job  search  activity  between  WORK 
assignments  (for  a  period  of  up  to  three  months),  or,  who  left  the  WORK  program 
within  the  last  three  months  and  are  working  in  an  unsubsidized  job  and  are  not 
eligible  for  an  earnings  supplement.  The  exact  definition  of  the  rate  will  be  specified 
in  regulation.  Or, 

(ii)  Case  2:  The  number  required  so  that  total  number  of  WORK  slots  the  Sute  is 
required  to  create,  based  on  their  funding  allocation,  are  filled  by  individuals  assigned 
to  a  WORK  slot.  Under  this  option,  the  number  of  WORK  slots  the  State  is  required 
to  create  will  be  determined  by  dividing  the  annual  capped  WORK  allocation  by  a 
figure  representing  the  cost  per  work  slot,  with  the  latter  to  be  determined  by  the 
Secretary. 

(h)  For  the  proportion  of  caseload  below  the  applicable  standard,  a  25  percent  reduaion  in  the 
FFP  for  their  AFDC  benefits  will  be  levied  for  the  annual  period  covered  by  the  rate,  using 
the  average  AFDC  benefit  level  paid  in  the  State  to  determine  the  amount  of  the  penalty. 
Penalties  will  not  be  assessed  in  the  first  year  of  program  operation.  (This  penalty  is  not  a  25 
percentage  point  reduction.  Rather,  the  penalty  will  reduce  the  FFP  from  50 'percent  to  37.5 
percent,  not  from  50  percent  to  25  percent.) 

(i)  States  will  be  required  to  place  individuals  who  have  most  recently  hit  the  time-limit  into 
WORK  slots  prior  to  other  WORK  participants  (e.g.,  those  who  have  already  completed  a  slot 
and  are  awaiting  re-assignment). 

0)  Caps  on  Deferrals  and  JOBS  Extensions:  For  any  cases  above  the  cap  for  deferrals  and/or 
above  the  cap  for  JOBS  extensions,  a  25  percent  reduaion  in  the  FFP  for  their  AFDC 
benefits  will  be  levied,  using  the  average  AFDC  benefit  level  paid  in  the  State  to  determine 
the  amount  of  the  penalty.  Penalties  will  not  be  assessed  in  the  first  year  of  program 
operation.  The  penalties  do  not  apply  if  the  State  submitted  a  proposal  to  the  Secretary  to 
raise  the  cap  and  the  Secretary  granted  such  a  waiver.  (This  penalty  is  not  a  25  percentage 
point  reduction.  Rather,  the  penalty  will  reduce  the  FFP  from  50  percent  to  37.5  percent,  not 
from  50  percent  to  25  percent.)  {see  also  JOBS.  TIME  Limits,  and  WORK  section) 

(k)  As  appropriate,  the  Secretary  may  require  States  to  report  other  data  elements  related  to  the 
provision  of  JOBS  and  WORK  services,  such  as  the  provision  on  teen  case  management 
services.  Such  additional  reporting  requirements  will  be  specified  in  regulation  no  later  than 
12  months  following  the  enactment  of  this  act. 


States  are  not  eligible  for  additional  payments  for  exceeding  the  JOBS  monthly  participation 
rate  if  the  Secretary  determines: 

(i)         the  accuracy  of  a  State's  time-clock  fails  the  threshold  standards  for  time-clock 
accuracy,  as  defined  subsequently  in  regulations;  and/or, 

Oi)        other  required  data  on  the  JOBS  and  WORK  program  reported  by  a  Sute  that  fails  the 
threshold  standards  for  dau  quality,  as  defined  subsequently  in  regulations. 


213 


5.  Client  Feedback 

Vision 

Part  5:  This  provision  requires  that  States  establish  a  process  for  colleaing  client  feedback  on  their 
experience  in  the  program  as  a  method  for  improving  program  operations. 

There  has  been  little  study  in  the  past  of  client  perceptions  of  the  services  provided  through  the 
welfare  department.  However,  similar  to  the  way  customers '  reaaions  are  important  to  the  business 
community,  understanding  and  managing  client  feedback  on  the  services  they  receive  provide 
important  information  on  areas  where  program  performance  could  improved.  Additionally,  it  will  be 
important  to  establish  mechanisms  to  ensure  feedback  on  the  quality  of  services  provided  by  public, 
nonprofit,  and  private  agencies. 

Rationale 

One  aspect  of  reinventing  government  is  to  make  public  systems  client-  or  market-driven.  In  a  time- 
limited  cash  assistance  program,  providing  participants  with  quality  services  and  opportunities 
through  which  to  enhance  their  human  capital  and  improve  their  chances  in  the  labor  market  seems 
essential.    Obtaining  feedback  direalyfrom  the  'customers'  is  one  way  of  helping  program  managers 

ensure  that  they  provide  participants  what  is  needed. 

Specifications 

(a)  Each  State  shall  establish  methods  for  obtaining,  on  a  regular  basis,  information  from 
individuals  and  employers  who  have  received  services  through  the  JOBS  and/or  WORK 
program  regarding  the  effectiveness  and  quality  of  such  services.  Such  methods  may  include 
the  use  of  surveys,  interviews,  and  focus  groups. 

(b)  Each  State  agency  shall  analyze  the  customer  service  information  on  a  regular  basis  and 
provide  a  summary  of  such  information  for  use  in  improving  the  administration  of  the 

programs. 

6.  Expanded  Mission  for  Quality  Control  System 

Vision 

Part  6:  This  provision  provides  the  Secretary  with  the  authority  to  review  and  modify  the  Quality 
Control  system  as  needed  and  sets  up  some  procedural  guidelines  for  identifying  the  needed  changes 
and  making  those  changes. 

The  following  language  allows  the  Secretary  to  build  on  the  current  payment  accuracy  Quality  Control 
system  to  a  incorporate  a  broader  system  focused  on  the  performance  standards  established  in  statute 
or  by  regulation  and  to  ensure  the  efficient  and  effective  operation  of  the  JOBS/WORK/Tune  Limited 
Assistance  program.  Payment  accuracy  will  be  retained  but  as  one  element  in  a  broader  performance 
measurement  role  for  the  QC  system. 
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Rationale 

Operating  a  performance  driven  accountability  system  requires  resources.  Until  the  new  system  is 
fully  developed,  it  will  be  difficult  to  estimate  what  those  resource  requirements  will  be.  Some  of  those 
resources  must  come  from  the  existing  QC  system,  necessitating  changes  in  that  system.  The 
Secretary  must  have  authority  to  make  those  changes  in  a  way  that  does  not  sacrifice  the  ability  to 
ensure  the  integrity  and  accuracy  of  income  maintenance  payments. 

Specifications 

(a)  The  Secretary  shall  build  on  the  current  QC  system  to  establish  procedures  for  determining, 
with  respect  to  each  Sute,  the  extent  to  which  any  and  all  performance  standards  established 
)y  sutute  or  regulation  are  being  met.    The  Secretary  shall  modify  the  scope  of  the  current 

QC  system  as  deemed  necessary  to  accommodate  the  review  of  the  additional  dau  elements 
and  new  performance  measures  and  standards  and  shall  report  the  modifications  to  Congress. 

(b)  To  this  end,  the  Social  Security  Act  will  be  amended  to  expand  the  purpose  of  the  QC  system 
to  include:  improving  the  accuracy  of  benefit  and  wage  payments  in  the  AFDC  and  WORK 
program,  assessing  the  quality  of  Sute-reported  data,  ensuring  the  accuracy  of  State  reporting 
of  JOBS/WORK  data  required  under  this  act,  ensuring  that  other  performanc&^tandards  are 
met,  and  fulfilling  other  appropriate  fiinaions  of  a  performance  measurement  system. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  designate  additional  data  elements  to  be  collected  in  a  QC  review  sample 
to  fulfill  the  needs  of  a  performance  measures  system  (pursuant  to  section  487  as  amended 
under  this  part),  shall  amend  case  sampling  plans  and  data  collection  procedures  as  deemed 
necessary  to  make  statistically  valid  estimates  of  program  performance  identified  elsewhere  in 
this  section,  and  may  redefine  what  is  counted  as  an  erroneous  payment  in  the  QC  system. 

(d)  States  shall  conduct  periodic,  internal  audits  of  their  JOBS  and  WORK  processes  to  ensure  the 
accuracy  of  reported  data  and  annual  audits  to  establish  accuracy  rates.  The  Federal 
government  would  specify  the  minimum  sample  sizes  to  achieve  90  or  95  percent  confidence 
at  the  lower  limit  (the  method  generally  used  by  OIG).  States  would  also  be  permitted  to  use 
current  QC  resources  to  condua  special  studies  to  test  and  improve  the  current  system. 

(e)  The  Secretary  shall,  after  consulting  with  the  States  and  securing  input  from  knowledgeable 
sources,  publish  regulations  regarding  changes  in  the  design  and  administration  of  existing  QC 
functions  as  well  as  enhancements  to  that  system.  These  proposed  changes  will  be  published 
no  later  than  6  months  after  enactment  of  this  Bill. 
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Information  Systems  and  Infrastructure  [TiUe  iv] 

Current  Law  and  Background 

In  the  late  1970s,  the  Federal  government  decided  to  improve  the  administration  of  welfare  programs 
through  the  use  of  computerized  information  systems.  The  Congress  enacted  PL  96-265  and 
subsequent  legislation  to  grant  incentive  funding  to  encourage  the  development  of  automated  systems. 

In  1981,  the  AFDC  program  released  the  Family  Assistance  Management  Information  System 
(FAMIS)  specifications  and  updated  them  in  1983.  In  1988,  the  Food  Stamp  Program  (FSP)  released 
similar  guidelines  in  regulations  and  updated  them  in  1992.  Incentive  funding  is  also  available  for 
statewide.  Child  Support  Enforcement  (CSE)  systems. 

A  recent  GAG  report  indicated  that,  in  the  previous  10  years  the  Federal  government  had  spent  nearly 
$900  million  in  the  development  and  operation  of  AFDC  and  FSP  automated  systems  alone.  In  the 
Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993,  the  Congress  repealed  enhanced  funding  for  AFDC  and 
FSP  effective  April  1,  1994. 

An  emerging  priority  of  Federal  funding  agencies  has  been  to  encourage  Sutes  to  implement  more 
cost-effective  systems  which  integrate  service  delivery  at  the  local  level.  This  has-^nabled  many 
States  to  begin  using  combined  application  forms  for  multiple  programs  (including  AFDC,  FSP,  and 
Medicaid)  and  a  combined  interview  to  determine  eligibility  for  the  various  programs.  Consequently, 
with  systems  support,  a  single  eligibility  worker  can  process  an  application  for  several  programs  at 
the  same  time. 

Another  priority  is  the  development  of  electronic  transfer  of  funds  or  Electronic  Benefit  Transfer 
(EST)  technology  to  deliver  benefits.  This  technology  allows  recipients  to  use  a  debit  card,  similar  to 
a  bank  card,  at  retail  food  stores  and  automated  teller  machines  (ATMs)  to  access  their  benefit 
accounts.  Plans  to  expand  the  use  of  EST  systems  are  mentioned  in  the  Vice  President's  National 
Performance  Review. 

Under  current  law  and  regulations.  States  and  the  Federal  government  have  developed  elaborate 
computer  management  information  systems  for  financial  management  and  benefit  delivery,  program 
operations,  and  quality  control.  Some  programs,  such  as  Child  Support  Enforcement,  are  in  the  midst 
of  large-scale  (and  long-term)  computer  system  change,  while  others,  such  as  AFDC  (with  its  FAMIS 
systems),  are  nearing  completion  of  a  development  cycle. 

Both  FAMIS  and  Child  Support  Enforcement  Systems  (CSES)  have  been  funded  under  an  enhanced 
funding  (90  percent)  match.  Partly  as  a  result  of  this  incentive  funding,  many  States  have  integrated, 
automated,  income  maintenance  systems  which  assist  caseworkers  in  determining  eligibility, 
maintaining  and  tracking  case  status,  and  reporting  management  information  to  the  State  and  Federal 
governments. 

Other  essential  welfare  programs,  namely  JOBS  and  child  care,  have  limited  and  fragmented 
automated  systems.  For  the  most  part.  States  could  fund  parts  of  these  systems  at  the  50  percent 
match  rate.  States  report  that  administrative  funds  have  not  been  available  to  fully  automate  and 
interface  JOBS  and  Child  Care  with  other  programs  within  the  State. 

Many  of  these  systems  have  serious  limitations:  limited  flexibility,  lack  of  interactive  access,  limited 
ability  to  exchange  data  electronically,  etc.  Even  the  most  sophisticated  systems  fall  short  of  the  goal 
of  allowing  State  agencies  to  use  technology  to: 
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•  Eliminate  the  need  for  clients  to  access  different  entry  points  before  they  receive  services; 

•  Eliminate  the  need  for  agency  workers  (and  clients)  to  encounter  and  understand  a  wide 
variety  of  complex  rules  and  procedures; 

•  Share  fully  computer  data  with  programs  within  the  Sute  and  among  States;  and 

•  Provide  the  kind  of  case  tracking  and  management  that  will  be  needed  for  a  time-limited 
welfare  system. 

Visinn  and  Rationale 

Computer  and  information  technology  solutions  will  support  welfare  reform  by  providing  new 
automated  screening  and  intake  processes,  eligibility  decision-making  tools,  and  benefit  delivery 
techniques.  Application  of  modern  technologies  such  as  expert  systems,  relational  databases,  voice 
recognition  units,  and  high  performance  computer  networks,  will  help  empower  families  and 
individuals  seeking  assistance.  At  the  same  time,  these  technologies  will  assist  in  reducing  fraud  and 
abuse  so  that  Federal  and  State  benefits  are  available  to  those  who  are  in  need. 

State-Level  Svstems  and  National  Clearinghouse  -^ 

To  achieve  this  vision,  we  are  proposing  an  information  infrastructure  which  allows,  at  the  State 
level,  the  integration  and  interfacing  of  multiple  systems,  for  example,  AFDC,  food  stamps,  work 
programs,  child  care.  Child  Support  Enforcement  (CSE),  and  others.  The  Federal  Government,  in 
partnership  with  the  States,  or  groups  of  States  in  partnership  with  the  Federal  Government,  may 
develop  model  systems  that  perform  these  functions  or  subsets  of  these  functions. 

To  support  the  broader  information  needs,  the  new  information  infrastructure  needs  to  include,  on  the 
one  hand,  a  national  data  "clearinghouse"  to  coordinate  data  exchange  and  for  other  purposes  and,  on 
the  other,  enhanced  State  and  local  information  processing  systems  to  improve  management  and 
delivery  of  services. 

Enhanced  State  Svstems.  At  the  Sute  and  local  level,  the  systems  infrastructure  would  include 
automated  subsystems  for  intake,  eligibility  determination,  assessment,  and  referral;  case  management 
and  service  delivery;  and  benefit,  payment,  and  reporting.  The  infrastructure  would  consist  of  new 
systems  components  integrated  with  existing  systems  or  with  somewhat  enhanced  existing  systems. 
Variations  in  existing  automated  systems  would  make  it  unreasonable  to  try  to  standardize  these 
systems.  Rather,  we  need  linkages  that  allow  for  the  accurate  exchange  of  data  between  systems. 

By  linking  the  various  programs  and  systems.  States  would  be  able  to  provide  integrated  services  and/ 
or  benefits  to  families  and  individuals  "at-risk"  of  needing  financial  assistance,  those  receiving 
assistance,  and  those  transitioning  from  public  assistance  program  to  self-sufficiency.  As  part  of  this 
automation  effort,  enhanced  funding  will  be  offered  as  an  incentive  for  States  to  develop  and 
implement  sutewide.  automated  systems  for  JOBS/WORK  management  and  monitoring,  and  to  enable 
seamless  services  for  child  care.  Such  an  automated  system  infrastructure  would  enable  States  to 
provide  greater  support  to  families  who  might  otherwise  dissolve,  as  well  as  to  parents  who  may, 
because  of  unmet  needs,  be  forced  to  terminate  employment  or  training  opportunities. 

In  addition,  as  Electronic  Benefit  Transfer  (EBT)  and  Electronic  Funds  Transfer  (EFT)  become  more 
widespread,  they  would  be  used  for  other  programs,  such  as  child  care  reporting  and  payments,  and 
reporting  of  JOBS  participation.    As  an  example,  a  JOBS  participant  could  be  required  to  self-report 
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either  through  a  touch-tone  phone  that  connects  to  a  Voice  Recognition  Unit  (VRU)  or  through  the 
use  of  plastic  card  technology. 

Enhanced  Detection  of  Fraud  and  Abuse.  For  detection  and  analysis  of  fraud  and  abuse,  computer 
matching  of  records  and  sharing  of  data  among  State  programs  and  at  a  national  level  would  be 
increased.  For  example,  the  child  support  information  needs  for  establishing  an  order  or  in  review 
and  modification  would  be  extremely  valuable  for  access  by  the  AFDC  agency,  after  the  agency  has 
performed  prospective  eligibility  determinations,  but  before  benefits  are  granted.  In  addition,  the 
National  Clearinghouse  would  be  extremely  helpful  in  ensuring  that  an  individual  does  not  obtain 
AFDC  beyond  the  time  limit,  does  not  receive  benefits  in  more  than  one  location  or  for  children 
claimed  by  another  family,  or  fails  to  report  employment. 

Data  and  Reporting  on  Program  Operations  and  Clients.  Current  methods  for  data  gathering  and 
reporting  requirements  on  program  operations  and  clients  could  be  reduced.  Many  of  the  current  data 
and  reporting  requirements  will  be  superseded  by  new  ones,  but  in  any  case,  many  current  items  are 
of  low  data  quality  or  of  little  interest.  Current  requirements  will  be  re-examined. 

National  Clearinghouse.  The  National  Clearinghouse  will  be  a  collection  of  abbreviated  case  and 
other  dau  that  'points'  to  where  detailed  case  data  resides  and  provides  the  minimum iaformation  for 
implementing  key  program  features.  Described  in  detail  under  the  Child  Support  Enforcement 
section,  this  Clearinghouse  will  not  be  a  Federal  data  system  that  performs  individual  case  activities. 
While  information  will  be  coming  to  and  from  the  Clearinghouse,  it  will  contain  limited  data  -  States 
will  retain  overall  processing  responsibility. 

The  Clearinghouse  will  maintain  at  least  the  following  data  registries: 

•  The  National  New  Hire  Registry  will  maintain  employment  data  for  individuals,  including 
new  hire  information. 

•  The  National  Locate  Registry  will  enhance  and  subsume  the  current  Federal  Parent  Locator 
Service  (FPLS)  functions. 

•  The  National  Child  Support  Registry  will  contain  data  on  all  non-custodial  parents  who  have 
support  orders. 

•  The  National  Welfare  Receipt  Registry  will  conuin  daU  to  operate  a  time-limited  assistance 
program,  such  as  the  beginning  and  ending  dates  of  welfare  receipt,  participation  in  various 
work  programs,  and  the  name  of  the  Sute  providing  benefits. 
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A.         NATIONAL  WELFARE  RECEIPT  REGISTRY 

(a)  As  part  of  the  National  Clearinghouse,  the  Secretary  of  DHHS  will  establish  and  operate  a 
National  Welfare  Receipt  Registry  to  assist  in  operating  a  national  time-limited  assistance 
"clock". 

(b)  The  Clearinghouse,  described  more  fully  in  the  section  on  Information  Systems  for  the  Child 
Support  Enforcement  Program,  will  conuin  four  Registries  including  the  National  Welfare 
Receipt  Registry.  At  a  minimum,  the  Welfare  Receipt  Registry  will  assist  States  in 
calculating  the  remaining  months  an  individual  may  be  eligible  to  receive  benefits  and  reduce 
fraud  and  abuse. 

(c)  The  National  Welfare  Receipt  Registry  will  be  maintained  by  obtaining  electronically  from 
each  State  IV-A  agency  information  on  individuals  receiving  benefits.  Upon  request,  the 
Clearinghouse  will  send  electronically  information  to  the  State  agency. 

(d)  The  information  to  be  exchanged  is  as  follows: 

(i)  Information  to  be  sent  to  the  Clearinghouse  includes  identification  information,  such 
as  the  names  and  Social  Security  Numbers  of  members  of  the  famil)^'  the  dates  an 
individual  went  on  and  off  assistance;  participation  information  for  AFDC,  JOBS  and 
WORK  programs;  information  on  extensions  of  time-limits  and  sanctions  for  non- 
compliance for  these  and  other  programs;  as  well  as  other  information  as  determined 
necessary  by  the  Secretary. 

(ii)  Information  to  be  received  from  the  Clearinghouse  includes  whether  the  applicant  has 
been  reported  to  have  received  assistance  and,  if  so,  when  and  in  which  State(s); 
whether  the  Social  Security  Numbers  supplied  are  valid;  whether  the  applicant  is 
contained  in  the  New  Hire  Registry  as  being  recently  employed;  and  other  information 
as  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

(e)  Information  Discrepancies:  If  an  information  discrepancy  exits  between  the  information  the 
client  presents  to  the  State  agency  and  the  information  in  the  Clearinghouse,  the  Secretary  will 
assist  in  the  resolution  by  verifying  that  the  data  contained  in  the  Registry  reflects  the 
information  contained  in  the  State  agency  records  where  the  individual  had  previous 
assistance,  correcting  the  Clearinghouse  information  if  necessary,  and  reporting  the  updated 
information  to  the  requesting  State. 

(0  The  States  involved  must  take  appropriate  actions  to  resolve  the  discrepancy  in  accordance 
with  normal  due  process  requirements  and  must  submit  corrected  information  to  the 
Clearinghouse  when  the  discrepancy  is  resolved. 


B.         STATE  TRANSITIONAL  ASSISTANCE  SUPPORT  INFORMATION  SYSTEM 

(a)  The  State  agency,  in  order  to  assist  in  the  administration  of  time-limited  welfare,  will 
establish  and  operate  a  statewide,  automated.  Transitional  Assistance  Support  Information 
System.  This  system  will  serve  to  significantly  improve  the  effectiveness  and  efficiency  of 
State  systems  information  infrastructures  for  the  management,  monitoring,  and  reporting  on 
clients  as  they  work  towards  independence  and  self  sufficiency.     The  State  may  receive 
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enhanced   funding  for  these  changes  under  specific  approaches  approved  by  DHHS  and 
described  below. 

(b)  The  minimum  capabilities  of  the  Sute  system  include: 

(i)         Exchanging  information  as  described  above  in  A(d)  in  a  standard,  electronic  format 
with  the  National  Clearinghouse; 

(ii)        Querying   electronically   the   National    Welfare   Receipt   Registry   in   the   National 
Clearinghouse  before  granting  assistance; 

(iii)       Using  the   information  received   from   the  Clearinghouse   in  the   determination  of 
eligibility  and  time  period  for  which  assistance  may  be  granted; 

(iv)       Reporting  corrected  or  updated  information  to  the  Registry;  and 

(v)        Meeting  current  statutory  requirements  for  security  and  privacy. 

(c)  Alternative  Interim  Method:  The  Secretary  may  approve  an  alternative  interim  method  if  the 
State  demonstrates  that  the  alternative  will  be  effective  in  reporting,  receivisg,  and  using 
transitional  assistance  information  and  the  State  has  an  approved  Advanced  Planning 
Document  for  the  Automated  Data  Processing  System  that  meets  requirements  in  the  proposed 
statute. 

(d)  The  State  may  also  augment  the  minimum  system  described  above  in  specific  ways  and 
receive  enhanced  match  for  development  costs  under  certain  conditions.  (The  specific 
conditions  are  described  in  a  later  section.)  Under  this  augmented  system,  clients  will  receive 
considerably  enhanced  service  responsiveness  through  prescreening  to  match  available  services 
to  individuals  and  determine  the  required  qualifying  and  verification  information  needed  for 
each  service. 


C.         STATE  AUTOMATED  SYSTEMS 

(a)  As  part  of  building  better  automated  systems.  States  will  be  offered  enhanced  funding  if  they 
take  one  of  two  strategies  to  automation  projects.  That  is,  to  economically  and  efficiently 
develop  and  implement  automated  systems  in  support  of  AFDC.  child  care,  and  JOBS/WORK 
programs,  the  Secretary  will,  as  a  condition  of  enhanced  funding,  require  States  to  develop 
and  use  model  systems  developed  in  partnership  with  the  Federal  Government  and  other  States 
under  one  of  two  approaches. 

1.  Federally  Led  and  Sponsored  Model  Systems,  in  Partnership  with  State  Apencies 

Under  this  approach,  the  Department  in  partnership  with  the  States  will  design  and  develop 
model  automated  support  and  case  management  information  systems  that  assist  the  States  in 
managing,  controlling,  accounting  for,  and  monitoring  the  factors  of  the  State  plans  for 
AFDC,  child  care,  and  JOBSAVORK  programs  as  well  as  providing  security  safeguards. 
These  model  systems  are  described  below: 
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(a)  7p"'''t'""al  Assistance  Support  Information  System:  This  model  system  will  provide 
statewide,  automated,  procedures  and  processes  to  meet  both  the  minimum  requirements 
described  above  plus  additional  functions.  The  additional  functions  include  at  least: 
performing  intake  and  referral;  monitoring  and  reporting  against  some  performance  measures; 
exchanging  information  on-line  with  the  Clearinghouse;  and  exchanging  data  with  other 
automated  case  management  and  information  systems. 

(b)  Child  Care  Case  Management  Information  System:  This  model  system  will  provide 
statewide,  automated,  procedures  and  processes  to  achieve  seamless  child  care  delivery, 
including  all  child  care  programs  of  the  Sute.  This  system  will  assist  the  State  in 
administration  of  child  care  program(s)  and  to  manage  the  non-service  related  CCDBG  funds. 
The  fiinctions  will  meet  both  the  minimum  requirements  described  above  plus  additional 
functions  which  will  include,  at  least,  the  ability  to:  identify  families  and  children  in  need  of 
child  care,  establish  eligibility  for  child  care,  and  determine  funding  source(s);  plan  and 
monitor  services,  determine  payments,  and  update  and  maintain  the  family  and  child  care 
eligibility  status  for  child  care;  maintain  and  monitor  necessary  provider  information;  process 
payments  and  meet  other  fiscal  needs  for  the  management  of  child  care  program(s);  produce 
reports  required  by  Federal  and  State  directives;  monitor  and  report  performance  against 
performance  standards;  and  electronically  exchange  information  with  other  automated  case 
management  systems  and  with  the  statewide  automated  transitional  assistance  support  system. 

(c)  JOBSAVORK  Case  Management  Information  System:  This  model  system  will  provide 
statewide,  automated,  procedures  and  processes  to  control,  account  for,  and  monitor  all 
factors  of  the  JOBS  and  WORK  programs  and  support  both  management  and  administrative 
activities  of  the  programs.  These  fiinctions  will  meet  both  the  minimum  requirements 
described  above  plus  additional  functions  including  the  capability  to:  assess  a  participant's 
service  needs;  develop  an  employabiiity  plan;  arrange,  coordinate,  and  manage  the  services  or 
resources  needed  for  the  plan;  track  and  monitor  ongoing  program  participation  and 
attendance;  exchange  information  electronically  with  other  programs;  and  provide 
performance  and  assessment  information  to  the  Secretary. 

2.  Multi-State  Collaborative  Projects.  State  Lead  with  Federal  Partnership 

Under  this  approach,  the  Department  will  assist  and  support  State  IV-A  agencies,  or  the 
State's  designated  contracted  agency  (for  child  care  or  JOBS),  in  multi-State  collaborative 
projects  for  purposes  of  designing  and  developing  automated  system  models  and  in  developing 
enhancements  to  existing  systems  as  follov/s; 

(a)  Transitional  Assistance  Support  System:  In  addition  to  meeting  the  Federally-sponsored 
model  system  functional  specifications  described  above.  States  may,  in  collaborative  efforts, 
augment  their  systems  to  include  automation  of  additional  functions  as  follows:  determining 
eligibility;  improving  government  assistance  standards;  performing  case  maintenance  and 
management  functions;  calculating,  managing,  and  reconciling  payments  to  eligible  recipients; 
providing  for  processes  and  procedures  to  detect  and  prevent  fraud  and  abuse;  and  producing 
reports. 
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(b)  Child  Care  and  JOBSAVORK  Case  Management  Information  Systems  States  may,  in 
collaborative  efforts,  design,  develop,  and  implement  automated  information  systems  that 
meet  the  model  functional  specifications  of  Child  Care  and  JOBS/WORK  described  in  the 
Federally-sponsored  model  approach. 

D.  FEDERAL  FUNDING  FOR  NATIONAL  WELFARE  RECEIPT  REGISTRY,  MODEL 
STATE  SYSTEMS  TO  SUPPORT  STATE  ACTIVITIES,  AND  TECHNICAL 
ASSISTANCE  AND  TRAINING 

(a)  $6  million  will  be  need  to  establish  the  National  Welfare  Receipt  Registry  in  Fiscal  Year  1995 
and  $4  million  to  operate  the  Registry  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1996  through  1999;  $7.5 
million  will  be  needed  to  develop  the  model  systems  for  each  of  fiscal  years  1995  and  1996; 
and  $1  million  will  be  needed  to  provide  technical  assistance  and  training  to  States  for  each  of 
fiscal  years  1995  through  1999. 

E.  FEDERAL  FUNDING  OF  CTATE  SYSTEMS 

(a)  Under  certain  conditions.  States  may  claim  Federal  Financial  Participation  (FFP)  for  the  costs 
to  establish  and  operate  automated  systems  described  above.  Two  match  rates  will  be 
available. 

(b)  Enhanced  Match.  States  are  eligible  for  enhanced  match  (80  percent  FFP)  for  up  to  5  years 
after  enactment  for  costs  incurred  in  developing  and  implementing  automated  systems 
described  above,  including  the  costs  of  computer  hardware,  on  the  condition  that  the  approach 
to  system  design,  development,  and  implementation  meets  one  of  the  two  approaches: 

1.  Federally  Sponsored  Model:  The  State  adapts  and  implements  a  model/prototype 
system  developed  by  the  Secretary  in  accordance  with  the  functional  specification 
described  in  that  section,  or 

2.  Multi-State  Collaborative  Project:  The  Sute,  through  a  collaborative  multi-State 
consortium,  jointly  designs,  develops,  and/or  implements,  a  system  or  subsystems  in 
accordance  with  the  functional  conditions  and  specifications  described  in  that  section. 

(c)  The  Federal  portion  of  the  enhanced  match  will  be  limited  to  $800  million  and  will  be 
available  over  a  five  year  period  State-by-Sute  in  accordance  with  a  formula  that  takes  into 
consideration  State  program  caseload,  existing  level  of  automation  and  performance  and 
progress  against  an  approved  advance  planning  document.  The  Secretary  will  develop 
regulations  for  the  definition  and  implementation  of  these  funding  provisions. 

(d)  Exception  for  Adaptation  of  Existing  System  to  Meet  Minimum  Requirements:  If  a  State 
demonstrates  to  the  Secretary  that  modifications  to  an  existing  system  meet  the  minimum 
requirements  of  a  Transitional  Assistance  Support  System  as  described  in  that  section  and 
meet  certain  additional  conditions,  the  Secretary  may  grant  an  exception  to  the  enhanced 
funding  requirements.  The  additional  conditions  are  that  the  State  requires  limited 
enhancements  to  an  existing  system  and  the  State  demonstrates  that  it  would  be  more  cost- 
effective  to  proceed  independently  or  with  custom  modifications. 

(e)  Regular  Match:  States  will  receive  50  percent  FFP  for  operational  costs  and  for  costs  they 
incur  if  they  do  not  follow  the  enhanced  match  provisions  described  above  and  for  systems 
features  beyond  those  provided  above. 
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ADDITIONAL  FRAUD  AND  ABUSE  PROVISIONS 


Under  this  proposal,  statutory  provisions  will  require  that  States  and  specific  Federal  agencies  utilize 
the  information  for  purposes  of  reducing  waste,  fraud,  and  abuse.  In  order  to  ensure  that  Federal 
and  State  agencies  implement  and  utilize  the  prescribed  systems  effeaively  for  these  purposes  the 
followng  provisions  apply.  Federal  and  State  expenditures  for  specific  administrative  costs  will  be 
reduced  if  -  despite  fidl  implementation  and  use  of  the  systems  -  actual  savings  from  anti-fraud 
provisions  do  not  meet  anticipated  savings.  This  provision  will  ensure  that  Federal  and  State  agencies 
have  a  stake  in  the  successful  implementation  and  operation  of  information  systems  for  anti-fraud  and 
abuse  purposes. 


Specifications 


(a)  The  Department  of  HHS  will  certify  that  the  systems  associated  with  the  National  New  Hire 
Registry,  the  National  Child  Support  Registry,  and  the  National  Welfare  Receipt  Registry  are 
operational. 

(b)  For  the  purpose  of  reducing  waste,  fraud  and  abuse,  the  Office  of  Management  and  Budget 
(0MB)  must  certify  that  required  Federal  agencies  have  implemented  and  utilized  the 
information  fully  to  utilize  information  from  these  data  systems. 

(c)  If  0MB,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  HHS,  certifies  that  actual  savings  as  a  result  of 
increased  Federal  and  State  activities  of  anti-fraud  provisions  are  less  than  $290  million  over 
five  years  (including  savings  as  a  result  of  Federal  agencies  fully  utilizing  the  information)  the 
following  expenditure  shall  be  reduced  to  make  up  the  short-fall  (JMs  provision  shall  apply 
only  if  all  provisions  specified  in  (a)  and  (b)  are  fully  met): 

(i)  The  2%  set-aside  for  technical  assistance,  research  and  demonstrations  (as  specified  in 
the  Technical  Assistance,  Research  and  Demonstration  section)  and  the  1  % 
set-aside  for  training,  technical  assistance,  research,  and  demonstrations  (as  specified 
in  the  Child  Support  Enforcement  section)  shall  be  reduced  by  an  amount  equal  to 
the  difference  or  up  to  the  amount  of  the  set-aside. 

(ii)  If  the  shortfall  in  savings  is  still  greater  than  in  (i),  additional  funds  shall  be  reduced 
via  the  following  mechanism:  States  that  fail  to  implement  the  improved  verification 
data  source  will  receive  3%  less  in  IV-A  administrative  matching  funds. 

(d)  This  provision  shall  be  assessed  in  FY  1998.  Penalties,  if  applicable,  will  be  applied  to  FY 
1999  funding,  and  every  year  thereafter. 

(e)  This  provision  shall  expire  at  the  close  of  FY  2004. 
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Technical  Assistance,  Research,  Demonstrations,  and 
Evaluation  [Title  iv] 

A.      technical  assistance,  research,  and  evaluation 

1.  Authority  to  Tap  JOBSAVORK  and   Child   Care   Funds  For  Research.   Demonstrations- 

Evaluation  and  Technical  Assistance  Purposes 

Current  Law 

There  are  a  variety  of  ways  tha:  funds  are  set  aside  for  evaluation  oversight  and  technical  assistance 
support  to  programs.  The  Family  Support  Aa.  for  example,  authorizes  specific  amounts  for 
implementation  and  effectiveness  studies  of  the  JOBS  Program.  Under  the  Head  Start  Act.  13  percent 
of  annual  appropriations  are  reserved  by  the  Secretary  for  a  broad  range  of  uses  including  training, 
technical  assistance  and  evaluation.  The  Secretary  ofHHS,  or  her  discretion,  sets  aside  1%  of  Public 
Health  program  fiinding  for  evaluation  of  its  programs. 

Vision 

Welfare  reform  seeks  nothing  less  than  a  change  in  the  'culture'  of  the  welfare  system.  This 
necessitates  making  major  changes  in  a  system  that  has  primarily  been  focused  on  issuing  checks. 
Now  we  will  be  expecting  States  to  change  individual  behavior  and  their  own  institutions  so  that 
welfare  recipients  will  be  moved  into  mainstream  society.  This  will  not  be  done  easily.  We  see  a 
major  role  for  evaluation,  technical  assistance  and  information  sharing.  Initially,  States  will  require 
considerable  assistance  m  they  design  and  implement  the  changes  required  under  this  legislation. 
Then,  as  one  State  or  locality  finds  strategies  that  work,  those  lessons  ought  to  be  widely  shared  with 
others.  One  of  the  elements  critical  to  this  reform  effort  has  been  the  lessons  learned  from  the  careful 
evaluations  done  of  earlier  programs.  Those  lessons  and  the  feedback  secured  during  the 
implementation  of  these  reforms  will  be  used  in  a  formative  sense  and  will  guide  continuing  innovation 
into  the  future.  We  propose  reserving  2%  of  the  total  anrutal  capped  entitlement  fiinding  for  JOBS 
and  At-Risk  Child  Care  in  FY  1996,  FY  1997,  and  FY  1998  and  1%  of  the  JOBS,  At-Risk  Child  Care 
and  WORK  annual  capped  entitlement  in  fiscal  years  thereafter  for  research,  demonstrations, 
evaluation,  and  technical  assistance,  with  a  significant  amount  reserved  for  child  care.  We  seek  to 
evaluate  demonstrations  in  a  number  of  different  areas.  Please  see  the  seaions  on  Make  Work  Pay, 
Child  Support  Enforcej^et/t,  and  Preve^tt  Precsancy  and  Promote  Parehtal  Responsibility. 

Rationale 

Sufficient  funds  should  be  available  to  ensure  that  the  Department(s)  can  provide  adequate  levels  of 
technical  assistance  to  States,  oversee  State  implementation  of  welfare  reform,  and  carry  out  other 
supportive  research  and  training  activities.  Tying  funds  to  a  percentage  of  the  overall  program 
dollars  ensures  that  as  the  program  grows,  funds  for  research,  evaluation  and  technical  assistance 
also  grow. 

(a)  Reserve  for  the  Secretary  from  amounts  authorized  for  the  capped  JOBS,  WORK  and  At-Risk 
Child  Care  funding,  two  percent  of  JOBS  and  child  care  funds  in  Fiscal  Years  1996  through 
1998,  and  one  percent  of  JOBS,  At-Risk  Child  Care,  and  WORK  for  each  fiscal  year 
thereafter  for  expenditures  for  research,  evaluation,  the  provision  of  technical  assistance  to  the 
States  and   to  carry  out  research,   evaluations,   and   demonstrations  as  described   below. 
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Technical  assistance  is  defined  broadly  to  include  training,  "hands-on"  consultation  to  States 
requesting  assistance,  the  transferring  of  "best  practices"  from  one  State  to  another,  etc. 

(b)  To  the  extent  that  these  issues  can  be  researched  in  a  methodologically  sound  way,  the 
Secretary  of  HHS,  in  consultation  with  the  Secretary  of  Labor  and  the  Secretary  of  Education, 
shall  conduct  the  following  evaluation  studies  of  time-limited  JOBS  followed  by  WORK: 

(i)         A  two-phase  implementation  study  that  describes: 

•  How  States  and  localities  initially  responded  to  new  policies,  implemented  the  new 
program,  the  obstacles  and  barriers  encountered,  institutional  arrangements  entered 
into,  and  recommendations; 

•  How  States  and  localities  subsequently  performed  as  their  programs  matured  including 
program  design,  services  provided,  operating  procedures,  funding  levels,  participation 
rates  and  recommendations.  The  study  will  also  consider  the  effects  on  State  and 
local  administration  of  welfare  programs  including  management  systems,  staffing 
structure,  and  "culture." 

Gi)  A  study  of  the  effectiveness  of  a  time-limited  assistance  program  followed  by  work  in 
helping  participants  achieve  self-sufficiency  and  the  corresponding  effect  on 
unemployment  rates,  reduction  of  welfare  dependency  and  teen  pregnancy,  and  the 
effects  on  income  levels,  family  structure,  and  children's  well-being. 

Ciii)  A  comprehensive  national  study  of  the  WORK  program  after  it  has  been  in  effect  for 
two  years  to  measure  success  its  success  in  assisting  participants  to  obtain 
unsubsidized  employment  and  to  evaluate  the  skill  levels  and  barriers  to  participants 
who  were  unable  to  obtain  unsubsidized  jobs. 

B.         DEMONSTRATIONS 

1.  Authority  to  Initiate  Major  Demonstrations  and  Pilot  Programs  to  Improve  the  Effectiveness 
and  Efficiency  of  the  Reformed  Welfare  System 

Current  Law 

The  Social  Security  Act  authorizes  the  Secretary  to  conduct  demonstrations.  Many  Stales  operate 
demonstration  programs  with  strong  evaluation  components  that  have  helped  shape  public  policy. 

Vision 

W?  propose  key  demonstrations  in  areas  where  additional  feedback  is  required  about  the  cost, 
feasibility,  and/or  effectiveness  is  necessary  before  national  policy  is  determined.  In  each  area,  we 
propose  both  a  set  of  policies  for  immediate  implementation  and  a  set  of  demonstrations  designed  to 
explore  ideas  for  still  bolder  innovation  in  the  future.  In  addition,  we  would  encourage  States,  Indian 
tribes,  and  Alaskan  Native  organizations  to  develop  their  own  demonstrations.  In  some  cases  we 
MWuU  provide  additional  Federal  resources.  Lessons  from  past  demonstrations  have  been  central  to 
both  the  development  of  the  Family  Support  Act  and  to  this  plan. 
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Specifications 

(a)  The  Secretary  of  HHS  shall  have  the  authority  to  approve  and  conduct  the  following 
demonstrations,  which  will  be  funded  cut  of  the  funds  allocated  to  technical  assistance, 
research,  demonstrations,  and  evaluation  (as  discussed  in  deuil  below): 

2.  Demonstrations  to  Encourage  Placement  During  Participation  in  the  JOBS  Program 

Current  Law 

There  are  no  provisions  in  current  law  similar  to  what  is  proposed  under  Ms  seaion. 

Vision 

One  of  the  explicit  goals  of  welfare  reform  is  to  transform  the  welfare  system  (and  the  JOBS  program) 
into  one  which  focuses  from  the  very  first  day  on  helping  people  to  get  and  hold  Jobs.  To  achieve 
this,  we  will  fund  demonstration  programs  that  focus  on  enhancing  Job  placements.  We  envision  two 
strategies,  as  specified  below. 

Rationale  "*' 

A  good  JOBS  program  balances  the  need  to  communicate  to  those  entering  the  welfare  system  that 
AFDC  is  a  temporary  support  system  by  moving  recipients  quickly  into  the  labor  market  while 
remaining  sensitive  to  the  fact  that  all  recipients  are  not  competitive  in  that  market.  We  are  changing 
the  culture  of  welfare  to  get  out  of  the  business  of  writing  checks  and  into  the  business  of  helping 
people  find  and  keep  Jobs.  We  are  changing  the  incentives  in  the  welfare  system  to  emphasize  long- 
term  placement  in  the  workforce.  We  want  to  experiment  with  a  number  of  new  approaches  that  will 
spur  caseworkers,  clients,  and  service  providers  to  help  people  get  off  welfare  for  good.  We  need 
more  information  about  how  to  set  up  rewards  that  will  refiea  the  new  'mission '  of  the  welfare 
system. 

Specifications 

(a)  Placement  Bonuses:  No  more  than  five  demonstration  grants  would  be  available  for  programs 
that  use  placement  bonuses  to  reward  agencies  or  caseworkers  who  are  particularly  good  at 
placing  JOBS  participants  in  private  sector  jobs.  The  emphasis  will  be  on  securing  long-term 
placements  in  the  labor  market  and  on  finding  ways  to  place  medium  and  long-term 
recipients. 

(b)  Placement  Firms:  No  more  than  five  demonstration  grants  would  be  available  to  Sutes  to 
work  with  private  not-for-profit  and  for-profit  organizations.  Services  that  the  organization 
will  deliver,  such  as  work  preparation,  placement  services,  and  follow-up  services  will  be 
specified.  Performance  standards  will  specify  the  basts  on  which  the  organizations  will  be 
paid.  These  performance  standards  would  be  based  on  placement  and  retention  measures. 

(c)  The  Secretary  shall  evaluate  the  effectiveness  of  such  programs,  preferably  using  random 
assignment  of  individuals  to  treatment  and  control  groups  or,  where  that  is  inappropriate  for 
scientific  reasons,  the  most  rigorous  appropriate  method. 
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Wort  md  Kt^Mnrtffiiy  Acti^tnt 

3.  pamnnstrations  to  Develop  Work-for-Waees  Programs  Outside  the  AFDC  System 

Visio 


Zicaes  are  encouraged  to  experiment  with  approaches  to  designing  and  administering  the  WORK 
program  outside  of  the  AFDC  system.  The  Secretary  may  authorize  up  to  5  demonstration  projeas  to 
assess  the  feasibility  aiui  effeaiveness  of  WORK  programs  that  are  administered  outside  of  the  AFDC 
system.    These  demonstrations  will  be  rigorously  evaluated. 

Rationale 

It  is  not  clear  that  the  welfare  system  will  be  the  most  appropriate  agency  to  run  an  employment  based 
system  like  the  WORK  program  in  all  States.  In  some  cases,  state-level  Labor  Department  entities, 
non-profit,  or  proprietary  agencies  may  have  a  comparative  advantage.  Even  if  a  comparative 
advantage  does  lie  with  an  organization  independent  of  the  welfare  system,  questions  remain.  For 
example,  it  is  not  apparent  that  the  required  ongoing  communication  between  the  agencies  running  the 
WORK  program  and  the  agency  issuing  supplemental  income  support  checks  (and  retaining 
responsibility  for  other  residual  welfare  functions)  can  be  maintained.  This,  and  other  management 
uncertainties,  must  be  resolved  through  demonstration  programs. 

Specifications 

(a)  Up  to  5  local  demonstration  projects  to  test  the  development  and  implemenution  of  WORK 
programs  administratively  located  outside  of  the  AFDC  system  will  be  conducted. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  conduct  a  rigorous  evaluation,  preferably  using  a  random  assignment  to 
treatment  and  control  groups  or,  where  that  is  inappropriate  for  scientific  reasons,  the  most 
rigorous  appropriate  method. 

(c)  All  individuals  who  exhaust  their  transitional  assistance  must  be  eligible  to  apply  to  the 
WORK  program  either  after  their  initial  spell  on  welfare  or  if  they  leave  JOBS  or  WORK  and 
subsequently  reapply  for  assistance  and  have  no  time  left.  States  may  not  deny  admission  into 
WORK  for  any  reasons  other  than  those  discussed  under  the  section  on  sanction  policy. 

(d)  States  must  close  AFDC  cases  when  recipients  reach  the  time  limit.  WORK  programs  under 
this  subsection  may  only  pay  panicipants  for  performance  of  some  activity. 

(e)  States  may  develop  a  system  of  compensation  that  mixes  wages  and  WORK  stipends.  States 
must  develop  a  system  that  ensures  that  WORK  participants  who  comply  fully  with  the 
program's  rules  are  receiving  income  at  least  equal  to  what  they  would  have  received  on 
AFDC  plus  the  work  disregard.  States  shall  have  flexibility  on  this  criteria  in  the  interest  of 
administrative  simplicity  but  the  income  from  full  compliance  in  WORK  must  exceed  income 
on  AFDC  for  a  similarly  situated  family. 

(0  States  will  be  allowed  to  pay  participants  WORK  stipends  when  they  are  not  in  a  WORK 
assignment  as  compensation  for  a  range  of  activities  to  be  designated  by  the  state,  including 
job  search,  job  clubs,  and  interim  community  service  assignments.  States  will  have  flexibility 
in  designing  the  stipend  system,  but  it  will  have  to  be  a  pay-for-activity  system. 
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(g)  States  would  be  allowed  to  develop  a  system  of  wage  supplementation.  WORK  stipends  could 
be  provided  to  part-time  workers  either  in  unsubsidized  jobs  or  in  the  WORK  program. 
States  would  be  encouraged  to  develop  a  simple  system  of  supplements. 

(h)        Eligibility  for  the  supplement  would  be  contingent  on  satisfactory  participation  in  WORK. 

4.         WORK  Support  Agency  Demonstrations 

Current  Law 

At  State  option.  Federal  financial  participation  is  available  fijr  JOBS  activities  and  services  provided 
for  certain  periods  to  an  individual  who  has  been  a  JOBS  participant  but  who  loses  eligibility  for 
AFDC.  These  aaivities  and  periods  are:  1)  case  management  aaivities  and  supportive  services  for  up 
to  90  days  from  the  date  the  individual  loses  eligibility  for  AFDC;  and  2)  JOBS  component  aaivities 
for  the  duration  of  the  activity  if  funds  for  the  activity  are  obligated  or  ejg^ended  before  the  individual 
loses  eligibility  for  AFDC.  (45  CFR  250.73)  In  addition,  the  State  agency  may  provide,  pay  for,  or 
reimburse  one-time  work-related  expenses  which  it  determines  are  necessary  for  an  applicant  or 
recipient  to  accept  or  maintain  employment.  (45  CFR  255.2) 

Vision 

In  order  to  learn  about  the  effects  of  work  support  strategies,  we  propose  demonstration  programs  to 
test  different  approaches.  The  goal  is  to  increase  employment  retention  and  reduce  welfare  recidivism 
by  helping  those  individuals  who  become  employed  keep  their  jobs  and  those  ^^^o  lose  their  Jobs  to 
regain  employment  quickly.  Case  managers  will  maintain  contaa  with  and  offer  assistance  to  current 
or  former  AFDC  recipients  who  obtain  employment  and  provide  direct  assistance  to  aid  them  in 
employment  retention  or  to  help  find  a  subsequent  job.  Payments  to  help  meet  the  costs  of  certain 
employment-related  needs  may  also  be  provided  if  determined  necessary  for  job  acceptance  or 
retention,  or  reemployment. 

States  might  establish  work  support  agencies  with  distinctly  different  responsibilities  than  IV-A 
agencies  and  possibly  housed  separately  from  the  local  IV-A  agencies  to  provide  centralized  services 
specifically  to  working  families.  The  Work  Support  agencies  could  be  administered,  for  example,  by 
the  State  employment  or  labor  departments;  by  Community  Action  Agencies,  or  a  One-Stop  Shopping 
Center. 

The  work  support  offices  might  provide  food  stamps,  child  care,  advance  EITC  payments,  and  possibly 
health  insurance  subsidies  to  eligible  low-income  working  families,  or  (at  local  discretion)  families 
suffering  a  temporary  labor  market  disruption.  Employment-related  services  such  as  career  counsel- 
ing, assistance  with  updating  resumes  and  filling  out  job  applications  would  also  be  made  available 
specifically  to  individuals  wfio  had  left  AFDC  for  work  through  the  work  support  office.  Sendees 
which  might  also  be  included  are  time  and  money  managemetu,  family  issues,  workplace  rules, 
establishing  ongoing  relationships  with  employers,  providing  mediation  between  employer  and 
employee,  assisting  with  application  for  the  EITC.  making  referrals  to  other  community  services, 
providing  or  arranging  for  supportive  services  needed  for  employment  retention  or  re-employment, 
and  providing  for  job  referral  or  placement  assistance  if  initial  jobs  are  lost.  The  supportive  services 
which  can  be  provided  to  aid  job  retention  may  include:  occupational  license,  certification,  or  test 
fees,  tool/equipment  expenses,  clothing,  uniforms,  or  safety  equipment  costs,  driver's  license  fees, 
motor  vehicle  maintenance,  repair,  insurance  or  license  costs,  other  transportation  expenses,  moving 
expenses  (related  to  accepting  employment),  emergency  child  care  expenses,  health-related  expenses 
not  covered  by  Medicaid,  short-term  mental  health  expenses,  and  family  counseling. 


Prevent  Teen  Pregnancy  and 
Promote  Parental  Responsibility  [Title  v] 


A.         NATIONAL  TEEN  PREGNANCY  PREVENTION  INITIATIVE 

1.         Teen  Pregnancy  Prevention  Grants  and  Establishment  of  a  National  Clearinghouse  on  Teen 

Pregnancy 

Cvrrgnt  Law 

There  are  numerous  Federal  programs  that  address  the  issue  of  teen  pregnancy  prevention,  including 
repeat  pregnancies.  Some  of  these  programs  focus  specifically  on  teen  pregnancy,  but  given  that  the 
multiple  problems  adolescents  face  are  often  interrelated,  the  specific  problems  that  other  programs 
emphasize  (e.g.,  alcohol  and  drug  abuse,  school  drop-out)  are  also  related  to  adolescent  pregnancy 
prevention.  Current  federal  efforts  include  HHS's  family  planning  grants,  maternal  and  child  health 
programs,  adolescent  health  programs,  runaway  and  homeless  youth  programs,  and  alcohol  and  drug 
abuse  prevention  programs.  Department  of  Education  efforts  include  drug-free  schools  and  communi- 
ties programs,  arul  postsecondary  education  outreach  and  student  support  services  programs;  and  the 
Department  of  Labor  efforts  include  New  Chance,  Youth  Fair  Chance,  JTPA  programSr*nd  the  Young 
Unwed  Fathers  Project.  There  are  also  programs  in  the  Departments  of  Housing  and  Urban  Develop- 
ment, Agriculture,  Justice,  Interior  and  Defense. 

Vision 

We  must  address  the  issue  of  birth.'  among  unmarried  teens.  There  will  be  a  national  campaign  to 
help  reduce  the  number  of  unmarried  teenagers  who  become  pregnant.  This  campaign  will  also  take 
into  account  the  myriad  of  risky  behaviors  that  can  be  related  to  teenage  pregnancy.  It  will  strive  to 
develop,  enhance  and  promote  youth  competence,  as  well  as  foster  ties  to  families,  communities,  and 
society. 

The  rise  in  births  to  unmarried  teens  over  the  past  generation  has  raised  the  issue  of  teen  pregnancy 
to  enormous  national  significance.  The  number  of  births  to  unwed  teen  mothers  increased  from 
92,000  in  1960  to  368,000  in  1991.  Adolescents  who  bring  children  into  the  world  face  a  very 
difficult  time  getting  themselves  out  of  poverty,  while  young  people  who  graduate  from  high  school 
and  defer  childbearing  until  they  are  mature,  married  and  able  to  support  their  offspring  are  far  more 
likely  to  get  ahead.  Both  parents  bear  responsibility  for  providing  emotional  and  material  support  for 
their  child.  The  overwhelming  majority  of  teenagers  who  bring  children  into  the  world  are  not  yet 
equipped  to  fulfill  this  fundamental  obligation.  They  are  often  unable  to  handle  peer  pressures  and 
the  risk  of  other  activities  leading  to  negative  consequences,  such  as  alcohol  and  drug  abuse, 
delinquency  and  violence. 

The  non-legislative  aspects  of  this  campaign  are  a  national  mobilization  of  business,  national  and 
community  voluntary  organizations,  religious  institutions,  schools,  and  the  media  behind  a  shared  and 
urgent  challenge  directed  by  the  President;  the  announcement  of  national  goals  to  define  the  mission 
and  to  guide  the  work  of  the  national  campaign;  arul  the  establishment  of  a  privately  funded  non- 
profit, non-partisan  entity  committed  to  the  goals  and  mission  of  the  national  campaign.  These  are 
the  essential  building-blocks  of  a  comprehensive  campaign  for  youth  balancing  opportunity  and 
responsibility  across  the  full  range  of  Administration  youth  initiatives,  including  Goals  2000,  School- 
to-Work,  National  Service,  the  preventive  health  provisions  under  the  Health  Security  Act,  the  after- 
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who  themselves  belong  to  a  second  and  third  generation  of  'fatherless '  families  or  whose  own  role 
models  for  parenting  were  abusive  or  neglectful. 

Specifications 

(a)  Demonstiation  grants  will  be  made  available  to  States,  Indian  tribes,  and/or  community  based 
organizations  to  develop  and  implement  non-custodial  parent  (fathers)  components  for  existing 
programs  for  high  risk  families  (e.g.  Head  Start,  Even  Start.  Healthy  Stan,  Family 
Preservation,  Teen  Pregnancy  and  Prevention)  to  promote  responsible  parenting,  including  the 
importance  of  paternity  esublishment  and  economic  security  for  children,  and  the 
development  of  parenting  skills. 

(b)  Grants  must  last  three  years,  have  an  evaluation  component,  preferably  using  a  random 
assignment  of  individuals  to  treatment  and  control  groups  or,  where  that  is  inappropriate  for 
scientific  reasons,  the  most  rigorous  appropriate  method. 

6.  Sgctipn  111?  Waivers 

Cyrrgnt  Law 

Seaion  J  115(c)(3)  of  the  Social  Security  Aa  restrias  State  waivers  which  can  be  granted  under  the 
child  support  program  to  those  that  would  not  increase  the  Federal  cost  of  the  AFDC  program.  In  all 
other  cases,  States  can  offset  increased  costs  in  one  program  (such  as  increased  expenditures  for 
JOBS)  with  savings  in  other  areas  (such  as  AFDC  and  Medicaid).  In  child  support,  however,  savings 
generated  from  non-IV-A  programs  cannot  be  used  to  cover  FV-A  costs  resulting  firom  IV-D  waivers. 
The  within-AFDC  cost  neutrality  provisions  for  the  child  support  progi  am  discourages  States  from 
looking  at  IV-D  as  part  of  their  total  welfare  reform  strategy  and  greatly  restrias  their  abilities  to 
design  and  implement  child  support  demonstrations  of  interest  and  significance. 

Specification 

(a)  Increase  States'  ability  to  test  innovative  IV-D  and  non-custodial  parent  programs.  Give  them 
the  same  degree  of  flexibility  to  offset  AFDC  costs  resulting  from  demonstrations  involving 
child  support  that  now  exists  in  the  other  programs.  In  addition,  give  States  the  authority  to 
value  the  worth  of  work  activities  that  non-custodial  fathers  do  to  reduce  their  AFDC  debts 
and  child  support  arrearages. 
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Rationale 

A  significant  proportion  of  new  entrants  will  move  between  Stales  of  dependency  and  non-dependency. 
Some  70  percent  of  new  entrants  exit  in  two  years,  about  one-half  of  these  for  work.  But  within  five 
years,  some  70  percent  of  those  will  return.  A  similar  picture  is  found  for  those  in  the  secondary 
labor  market.  Job  transitions  and  disruptions  are  very  common,  even  within  brief  time  periods. 
Many  of  these  people  do  not  have  sufficient  work  histories  to  qualify  for  benefits  under  the 
Unemployment  Insurance  system.  The  primary  recourse  available  upon  a  job  loss  is  the  welfare 
system. 

Our  welfare  and  JOBS  systems  are  geared  toward  graduations;  treating  people  and  moving  them  on. 
We  now  assume  that  even  those  with  high  levels  of  human  capital  may  have  to  make  seven  or  eight 
reinvestments  in  training  and  new  skill/technology  acquisitions  over  the  course  of  a  lifetime.  We  must 
begin  to  work  on  developing  a  similar  perspective  and  supportive  systems  for  low-wage  workers  and 
those  who  must,  on  occasion,  receive  income  assistance  for  their  families. 

The  participating  State  would  be  responsible  for  the  design  of  the  work  support  agency,  including  the 
administrative  struaure  and  the  menu  of  services,  but  would  have  to  receive  approval  from  the 
appropriate  departments  fin  most  cases  Agriculture.  Health  and  Human  Services  and  Treasury). 

Specifications 

(a)  A  separate  authority  under  Title  IV  of  the  Social  Security  Act  would  be  established  whereby  a 
designated  number  of  entities  chosen  by  the  Secretary,  in  consultatfon  with  the  Secretary  of 
Labor,  Agriculture,  and  Treasury,  would  be  entitled  to  demonstration  grants  to  operate  a 
Work  Support  Agency  to  support  individuals  who  have  left  AFDC  for  work. 

(b)  Up  to  five  demonstration  projects  will  be  funded. 

(c)  The  activities  under  the  demonstration  would  be  focused  on  providing  coordinated 
employment-related  services.  Grantees  would  be  given  great  flexibility  to  design  programs  to 
help  former  AFDC  recipients  retain  employment. 

5.         Demonstration  Grants  for  Innovative  Paternity  and  Parenting  Initiatives 

Vision 

This  proposal  would  focus  on  helping  fathers  (primarily  poor,  young,  non-marital  fathers)  understand 
and  accept  their  responsibilities  to  nurture  and  support  their  children.  Building  on  programs  which 
seek  to  enhance  the  well-being  of  children,  this  proposal  would  facilitate  the  development  of  parenting 
components  aimed  specifically  at  fathers  whose  participation  in  the  lives  of  their  children  is  often 
ignored  or  even  unintentionally  discouraged. 

Rationale 

There  is  considerable  evidence  that  increased  poverty  is  not  the  only  adverse  affea  on  children  of 
fatherless  families.  Fathers  have  an  important  rote  to  play  in  fostering  self-esteem  and  self-control  in 
children  as  well  as  increasing  and  promoting  the  career  aspirations  of  both  sons  and  daughters. 
Some  clinical  researchers  and  social  commentators  believe  that  much  of  the  increase  in  violent 
behavior  among  teenage  boys  is  at  least  in  part  due  to  the  lack  of  positive  male  role-models  and 
supportive  fathering  in  many  communities.    But  good  fathering  is  especially  difficult  for  the  many  men 
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school  and  jobs  programs  included  in  the  prevention  package  in  the  Crime  Bill,  as  well  as  the 
prevention  strategies  proposed  below  as  part  of  welfare  reform. 

There  are  two  legislative  aspects  of  this  initiative.  The  first,  addressed  below,  is  a  Teen  Pregnancy 
Prevention  Grant  Program  where  about  1,000  schools  and  community-based  entities  would  be 
provided  flexible  grants  to  implement  promising  teen  pregnancy  prevention  strategies.  Funding  would 
be  targeted  to  schools  with  the  highest  concentration  of  middle  and  high  school  age  youth  at-risk. 
The  goal  would  be  to  work  with  youth  as  early  as  age  10  and  establish  continuous  contaa  and 
involvement  through  graduation  from  high  school.  To  ensure  quality  and  establish  a  visible  and 
effeaive  presence,  these  programs  will  be  supervised  by  professional  staff  and.  where  feasible,  be 
supported  by  a  team  of  national  service  participants  provided  by  the  Corporation  for  National  and 
Community  Service.  The  second,  described  in  number  2  below,  is  a  comprehensive  services 
demonstration  approach  to  enhance  our  leanungfrom  prevention  strategies. 

Specifications 

(a)  A  separate  authority  under  the  Title  XX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  would  be  esublished  for 
grants  to  promote  the  development,  operation,  expansion,  and  improvement  of  school-based 
and  -linked  adolescent  pregnancy  prevention  programs  in  areas  where  there  are^high  poverty 
rates  or  high  rates  of  unmanied  adolescent  births. 

(b)  The  approved  applicant  shall  be  entitled  to  payment  of  at  least  $50,000  and  not  more  than 
$400,000  each  fiscal  year  for  five  years.  The  grant  amount  will  be  based  on  an  assessment  of 
the  scope  and  quality  of  the  proposed  program  and  the  number  of  children  to  be  served  by  the 
program.  The  grant  must  be  expended  in  the  fiscal  year  it  is  awarded  or  in  *he  succeeding 
fiscal  year.  At  least  a  20  percent  non-Federal,  cash  or  in-kind  match,  is  required.  Priority 
will  be  given  to  those  with  a  higher  match  or  an  increasing  ratio  of  non-Federal  resources 
over  the  length  of  the  grant. 

(c)  The  grants  will  be  jointly  awarded  by  HHS,  Education,  and  the  Corporation  for  National  and 
Community  Service,  in  consultation  with  other  Federal  departments  and  agencies.  The 
administration  of  the  program  could  be  delegated  to  another  Federal  entity,  such  as  the 
proposed  Ounce  of  Prevention  Council  or  the  Conununity  Empowerment  Board. 

(d)  Eligible  grantees  are  a  partnership  that  includes  a  local  education  agency,  acting  on  behalf  of 
one  or  more  schools,  and  one  or  more  community-based  organizations,  institutions  of  higher 
education,  or  public  or  private  for-profit  or  non-profit  agencies  or  organizations.  Existing 
successful  programs-including  those  now  operated  by  national  voluntary  organizations-would 
be  encouraged  to  apply  for  funds  to  expand  and  upgrade  their  services.  Grantees  would  have 
to  be  located  in  a  school  attendance  area  where  either  (1)  at  least  75  percent  of  the  children 
are  from  low-income  families  as  defined  under  part  A  of  title  1  of  the  Elementary  and 
Secondary  Education  Act  oi  1965,  or  (2)  there  are  a  significant  number  of  children  receiving 
AFDC,  or  (3)  there  is  a  high  unmarried  adolescent  birth  rate.  Geographic  distribution, 
including  urban  and  rural  distribution,  would  be  taken  into  account  in  selection  of  grantees. 

(e)  Grantees  would,  based  on  local  needs,  design  and  implement  promising  programs  to  prevent 
teen  pregnancy  through  a  variety  of  approaches.  Grantees  would  be  given  a  great  deal  of 
flexibility  in  designing  their  program.  However,  core  components  at  each  site  must  include: 
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•  Curriculum  and  counseling  designed  to  reach  young  people  that  address  the  full  range 
of  consequences  of  premature  sexual  behavior  and  teen  pregnancy.  Existing  models 
of  best  practices  suggest  that  these  educational  activities  should  focus  on  developing 
the  psychology  and  character  required  for  responsible  behavior  as  well  as  on 
expanding  cognitive  knowledge. 

•  Activities  designed  to  provide  opportunities  for  youth  at-risk  to  develop  sustained 
conuct  with  one  or  more  volunteer  or  professionally  trained  adults  to  provide 
character  development.  Group  coaching,  individual  mentoring,  and  a  range  of 
activities  after-school,  on  weekends,  and  in  the  summer  could  be  included.  Such 
activities  could  also  include  conununity  service  by  the  youth  themselves. 

To  ensure  quality,  programs  would  be  coordinated  by  one  or  more  professional  staff.  The 
programs,  where  feasible,  would  also  utilize  national  service  participants  to  engage  students, 
parents,  families,  and  the  community  in  organized  efforts  to  reduce  risk-taking  behaviors  that 
may  lead  to  adolescent  pregnancy,  including  the  delivery  of  services  and  in  the  coordination 
of  during-  or  after-school  activities.  Grantees  will  be  asked  to  describe  the  role  that  any 
National  Service  participants  will  play  in  the  program,  consistent  with  the  National  and 
Community  Service  Act  of  1990. 

Grantees  are  allowed  to  expand  on  these  core  components,  including  conducting  activities  as 
part  of  another  youth  development  program. 

Grantees  would  be  asked  to  submit  an  application.  The  primary  aspect  of  the  application 
would  be  a  plan  which  addresses  local  needs  and  describes  (a)  the  measurable  goals  the 
applicant  wants  to  achieve  and  how  it  intends  to  measure  progress  in  achieving  the  goals;  (b) 
curriculum  and  counseling  and  sustained  adult  relationships  components  of  the  program,  as 
well  as  any  additional  components,  and  how  they  intend  to  implement  them;  and  (c)  how 
national  service  participants  will  be  an  integral  part  of  the  program,  where  feasible. 

They  would  also  be  asked  to  provide  other  assurances,  including- 

•  How  the  services  provided  are  ba-ed  on  research  of  effective  approaches  to  reducing 
teen  pregnancy.  Other  risk-taking  behaviors  correlated  with  teen  pregnancy  should 
also  be  included. 

•  How  both  male  and  female  teens  and,  where  possible,  out-of-school  teens  will  be 
served. 

•  How  each  program  would  work  with  middle  and/or  high  school  age  youth  (ages  10 
through  19)  to  establish  continuous  contact  and  involvement  through  graduation  from 
high  school. 

•  How  school  staff,  parents,  community  organizations,  and  the  teens  to  be  served  have 
been  and  will  be  included  in  the  development  of  the  application  as  well  as  the 
planning  and  implementation  of  the  program. 

•  Evidence  of  ongoing  commitment  with  other  community  institutions,  such  as 
churches,  youth  groups,  universities,  businesses,  or  other  community,  civic,  and 
fraternal  organizations. 
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•  Coordination  of  their  program  with  other  Federal  or  federally  assisted  programs,  State 
and  local  programs,  and  private  activities,  and  how  the  applicants  resources  and 
services  are  linked  and  coordinated.  For  example,  how  they  are  coordinating  State 
education  reform  efforts  undertaken  by  the  State  education  agency. 

•  How  the  program  plans  to  continue  operation  following  completion  of  the  grant 

period. 

•  How  funds  will  not  supplant  Federal,  State,  or  local  fimds. 

(g)  A  grantee  would  be  given  priority  if  their  non-Federal  resources  are  significantly  in  excess  of 
the  20  percent  required  or  there  is  an  increasing  ratio  of  non-Federal  resources  over  the  length 
of  the  grant,  and  if  they  participate  in  other  Federal  and  non-Federal  programs. 

(h)  The  Secretary  may  terminate  a  grant  before  the  end  of  the  5-year  period  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  grantee  conducting  the  project  has  failed  substantially  to  carry  out  the 
project  as  described  in  the  approved  application. 

(i)  Total  funding  for  the  program  is  $300  million  over  five  years.  $20  million  inJ^Y  1995,  $40 
million  in  FY  1996,  $60  million  in  FY  1997.  $80  million  in  FY  1998  and  $100  million  in  FY 
1999  and  each  subsequent  fiscal  year  thereafter.  Up  to  ten  percent  of  the  funding  will  be  set- 
aside  for  the  evaluation,  training,  and  technical  assistance  as  well  as  for  establishment  of  a 
National  Clearinghouse  on  Teen  Pregnancy  (see  j.  and  k.  below).  Since  this  program  and  the 
Clearinghouse  is  authorized  through  Title  XX  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  any  funds  not 
expended  in  a  fiscal  year  shall  be  redirected  to  the  Title  XX  Social  Services  Block  Grant 
Program. 

0)  A  rigorous  Federal  evaluation  of  some  sites  would  be  conducted.  Grantees  would  be  asked  to 
provide  information  requested  for  the  evaluation.  Training  and  technical  assistance  would 
also  be  provided  to  the  grantees. 

(k)  A  National  Clearinghouse  on  Teen  Pregnancy  Prevention  would  be  established  to  provide 
communities  and  schools  with  teen  pregnancy  prevention  programs  with  curricula,  models, 
materials,  training  and  technical  assistance.  This  could  be  an  existing  clearinghouse  or 
technical  assistance  center.  It  will  establish  an  information  exchange  and  network  on 
promising  models  and  rigorous  evaluations. 

The  Clearinghouse  would  be  a  national  center  for  the  collection  and  dissemination  of 
programmatic  information  and  technical  assistance  that  relates  to  teen  pregnancy  prevention 
programs.  It  will  also  look  at  the  State  of  teen  pregnancy  prevention  program  development, 
including  information  on  the  most  effective  models.  It  would  develop  and  sponsor  training 
institutes  and  curricula  for  teen  pregnancy  prevention  program  staff,  and  develop  networks  of 
for  sharing  and  disseminating  information.  The  Clearinghouse  could  also  conduct  evaluations 
of  teen  pregnancy  prevention  programs  (not  limited  to  the  grants  provided  in  this  bill). 
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2.  K-earning  from  Prevention  Approaches  through  Comprehensive  Services  Demonstrations  to 

Prevent  Teen  Pregnancy  in  High  Risk  Communities 

Current  Law 

There  are  demonstration  authorities  that  exist  to  serve  youth  in  particular  areas,  but  most  are  not  as 
comprehensive  as  the  demonstrations  described  below  in  the  scope  of  services  for  all  youth  and  are 
not  a  saturation  model. 

Vision 

Early  unwed  child-bearing  and  other  problem  behaviors  are  interrelated  and  strongly  influenced  by 
the  general  life-ejqjeriences  associated  with  poverty.  Changing  the  circumstances  in  which  people  live 
and  consequently  how  they  view  themselves  is  needed  to  change  the  decisions  young  people  make  in 
regard  to  their  lives. 

For  any  effort  h*ic/i  hopes  to  have  results  that  are  large  enough  to  be  meaning/id.  attention  must  be 
made  to  circumstances  in  which  youth  grow  up.  It  should  address  a  wide  spearum  of  areas 
associated  with  youth  living  in  a  healthy  community:  economic  opportunity,  safety,  health,  and 
education. 

Particular  emphasb  must  be  paid  to  the  delay  of  sexual  aaivity  and  prevention  of  adolescent 
pregnancy  before  marriage.  Programs  that  combine  these  elemeras  have  shown  the  most  promise, 
especially  for  adolescents  who  are  motivated  to  avoid  pregnancy  until  they  are  married.  However,  for 
those  populations  where  adolescent  pregnancy  is  a  symptom  of  deeper  problems,  education  and 
contraceptive  services  done  will  be  inadequate;  they  must  be  oart  of  a  much  wider  spectrum  of 


Interventions  need  to  enhance  education,  prevent  drug  use,  link  education  to  health  and  other 
services,  and  help  stabilize  communities  and  families  in  trouble.  This  wo-ld  provide  a  sense  of 
rationality  and  order  in  which  youth  can  develop,  make  decisions,  place  trust  in  individuals  and 
institutions  serving  them,  and  have  a  reasonable  expectation  of  a  long,  safe,  and  productive  life. 

Comprehensive  Demonstration  Grants  for  Youth  in  High-Risk  Communities  of  sufficient  size  or 
'critical  mass'  to  significantly  improve  the  day  to  day  experiences,  decisions  and  behaviors  of  youth 
are  proposed.  Services  would  be  non-categorical,  integrated  and  delivered  with  a  personal 
dimension.  They  would  follow  a  'youth  development'  model  and  would  seek  to  assist  communities  as 
well  as  directly  support  youth  and  families.  These  demonstrations  would  be  coordinated  with  other 
Administration  aaivities,  such  as  the  prevention  components  of  the  Crime  bill  and  empowerment 
zones,  and  would  be  part  of  an  overall  community  strategy  for  youth. 

Specifications 

(a)  A  separate  authority  under  the  Title  XX  of  the  Social  Security  Act  would  be  established 
whereby  a  designated  number  of  community  sites  chosen  by  the  Secretary,  in  consultation 
with  the  Secretaries  of  Education,  HUD,  Justice,  Labor,  and  the  Director  of  the  Office  of 
National  Drug  Control  Policy,  would  be  entitled  to  a  demonstration  grant  to  educate  and 
support  school-age  youth  (youth  ages  10  through  21)  in  high  risk  situations  and  their  family 
members  through  comprehensive  social  and  health  services,  with  an  emphasis  on  pregnancy 
prevention. 
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(b)  Funding  and  services  provided  under  this  demonstration  do  not  have  to  achieve  this  goal  of 
comprehensiveness  in  and  of  themselves.  Rather,  this  funding  can  be  used  to  provide  "glue 
money,"  fill  gaps  in  services,  ensure  coordination  of  services,  and  other  similar  activities 
which  will  help  achieve  the  overall  goal  of  comprehensive  integrated  services  to  youth. 

(c)  Starting  in  FY  1995,  up  to  seven  community  sites  would  be  entitled  to  $90  million  over  5 
years  (up  to  $3.6  million  per  site).  Grantees  would  be  required  to  provide  a  10  percent,  in 
cash  or  in-kind,  match  of  the  Federal  funding.  Priority  would  be  given  to  those  with  a  higher 
match  or  an  increasing  ratio  of  non-Federal  resources  over  the  length  of  the  grant.  Since  this 
program  is  authorized  through  Title  XX  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  any  funds  not  expended  in 
a  fiscal  year  shall  be  redirected  to  the  Title  XX  Social  Services  Block  Grant  Program. 

(d)  The  demonstration  grantee  would  develop  a  community-wide  strategy  to  address  the  causes 
and  factors  of  risk-taking  tendencies  among  youth,  to  positively  affect  community  norms,  to 
increase  community  health  and  safety,  and  to  generally  improve  the  social  environment  to 
enhance  the  life  choices  of  community  youth.  The  strategy  would  be  used  to  provide  a 
comprehensive  set  of  coordinated  services  designed  to  saturate  the  community  and  would 
include,  but  not  be  limited  to,  the  following  areas: 

CO  Health  education  and  access  services  designed  to  promote  physical  and  mental 
well-being,  delay  sexual  activity,  and  pergonal  responsibility.  These  include  school 
health  services,  family  planning  services,  alcohol  and  drug  use  prevention  services 
and  referral  for  treatment,  life  skills  training,  and  decision-making  skills  training. 

(ii)  Educational  and  employability  development  services  designed  to  promote 
educational  advancement  that  lead  to  a  high  school  diploma  or  its  equivalent  and 
opportunities  for  high  skill,  high  wage  job  attainment  and  productive 
employment,  to  establish  a  lifelong  commitment  to  learning  and  achievement,  and 
to  increase  self-conridence.  Activities  could  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  academic 
tutoring,  literacy  training,  drop-out  prevention  programs,  career  and  college 
counseling,  mentoring  programs,  job  skills  training,  apprenticeships,  and  part-time 
paid  work  opportunities. 

(iii)  Social  support  services  designed  to  provide  youth  with  a  stable  environment, 
continuous  contact  with  adults,  and  encouragement  to  participate  in  safe  and 
productive  activities.  Services  could  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  cultural,  recre- 
ational and  sports  aaivities,  leadership  development,  peer  counseling  and  crisis 
intervention,  mentoring  programs,  parenting  skills  training,  and  family  counseling. 

(iv)  Community  activities  designed  to  improve  community  stability,  and  to  encourage 
youth  to  participate  in  community  service  and  establish  a  stake  in  the  community. 
Activities  could  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  community  policing,  community 
service  programs,  community  activities  in  partnership  with  less  distressed 
communities,  local  media  campaigns,  and  establishment  of  community  advisory 
councils  with  youth  representation. 
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(v)  Employment  opporCunity  development  activities  designed  to  be  coordinated  with 
educational  and  employability  development  services,  social  support  services,  and 
community  activities  described  in  GO  through  Qv),  Emphasis  would  be  on  the 
development  of  linkages  with  employers  within  and  outside  the  community  to  help 
create  employment  opportunities  and  foster  an  understanding  by  community  youth  of 
the  relationship  between  productive  employment,  healthy  development,  and  sound  life 
choices. 

(e)  Sites  would  have  to  meet  the  following  characteristics,  and  any  others  determined  by  the 
Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  in  consultation  with  the  other  Federal  agencies. 

(i)  Geographic  -  Communities  must  identify  the  community  or  communities  they  will 
target.  Smaller,  more  focused  boundaries  than  those  required  in  Empowerment  Zones 
or  Youth  Fair  Chance  will  be  used  in  order  to  develop  a  "critical  mass"  of  services  to 
meet  the  above  goals.  Each  community  must  have  an  identifiable  boundary  and  must 
be  considered  a  community  by  its  residents. 

(ii)  Population  -  Each  community  or  group  of  communities  have  populations  of  approxi- 
mately 20,000  to  35,000  people. 

(iii)       Poverty  -  The  entire  area  must  have  a  poverty  rate  of  at  least  20%. 

(0  Local  governments  (or  units  of  local  governments)  and  local  public  and  private  non-profit 
organizations  could  apply.  Applicants  would  be  required  to  supply  evidence  of  comprehen- 
sive commitment  to  the  project  and  collaboration  between  the  community  and  the  city  and 
Sute  (such  as  local  school  to  work  partnerships).  The  applicant  must  involve  multiple 
elements  (e.g.,  government,  schools,  churches,  businesses)  of  the  community  and  the  State  in 
the  planning  and  implementation  of  the  demonstration  program.  Applicants  must  demonstrate 
(1)  ability  to  manage  this  major  effort,  (2)  resources  for  obuining  data  and  maintaining 
accurate  records,  (3)  how  they  will  coordinate  with  other  programs  serving  the  same 
population,  and  (4)  assurances  that  the  funding  provided  through  this  program  will  not  be 
used  to  supplant  Federal  funds  for  services  and  activities  which  promote  the  purposes  of  this 
program. 

(g)  Applicants  must  define  the  goals  intended  to  be  accomplished  under  the  project.  They  must 
also  describe  the  methods  to  be  used  in  measuring  progress  toward  accomplishment  of  the 
goals  and  outcomes  to  be  measured.  Outcomes  to  be  measured  would  include,  but  are  not 
limited  to,  unmarried  birth  rates,  high  school  graduation  rates,  college  attendance  rates,  rates 
of  alcohol  and  other  drug  use  and  violence  reduction. 

(h)  The  Department  will  support  rigorous  evaluations  of  all  demonstrations.  The  Federal 
government  will  also  provide  technical  assistance  to  applicants  throughout  the  life  of  the 
demonstration.  These  activities  will  be  coordinated  with  the  National  Clearinghouse  on  Teen 
Pregnancy  Prevention.  $10  million  would  be  provided  for  these  activities. 

(i)  The  Secretary  may  terminate  a  grant  before  the  end  of  the  5-year  period  if  the  Secretary 
determines  that  the  grantee  conducting  the  project  has  failed  substantially  to  carry  out  the 
project  as  described  in  the  approved  application. 
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B.         INCENTIVES  FOR  RESPONSIBLE  BEHAVIOR 

1.  Minor  Parents  Live  at  Home 

Clirrgn;  L?w 

Under  Section  402(a)(43)  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  States  have  the  option  'if  requiring  minor  parents 
(those  under  the  age  of  18)  to  reside  in  their  parents '  household,  a  legal  guardian  or  other  adult 
relative,  or  resuie  in  a  foster  home,  maternity  home  or  other  adult  supervised  supportive  living 
arrangement  (with  certain  exceptions).  Delaware.  Maine.  Michigan,  Virgin  Islands,  and  Puerto  Rico 
have  included  this  in  their  State  plans. 

Vision 

By  definition,  minor  parents  are  children.  We  believe  that  children  should  be  subjea  to  adult 
supervision.  This  proposal  would  require  minor  parents  to  live  in  an  environment  where  they  can 
receive  the  support  and  guidance  they  need.  At  the  same  time,  the  circumstances  of  each  individual 
minor  will  be  taken  into  account  in  making  decisions  about  living  arrangements. 

Specifications 

(a)  All  Sutes  would  require  minor  parents  to  reside  in  their  parents'  household  or  with  a  legal 
guardian,  with  certain  exceptions  as  described  below.  This  is  the  same  as  the  allowed  Sute 
option  under  current  law,  except  that  now  the  provision  would  be  a  requirement  in  all  States. 

(b)  As  in  current  law,  when  a  minor  parent  lives  with  her  parent(s),  the  parent(s)*  income  is 
taken  into  account  in  determining  the  benefit.  If  the  minor  parent  lives  with  another 
responsible  adult,  the  responsible  adult's  income  is  not  taken  into  account.  Child  support 
would  be  sought  in  all  cases. 

(c)  A  minor  parent  is  an  individual  who  (i)  is  under  the  age  of  18,  (ii)  has  never  been  married, 
and  (iii)  is  either  the  natural  parent  of  a  dependent  child  living  in  the  same  household  or 
eligible  for  assistance  paid  under  the  State  plan  to  a  pregnant  woman.  This  is  the  same 
definition  as  current  law. 

(d)  The  following  exceptions  (now  in  current  law)  to  living  with  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  will 
be  maintained: 

(i)  individual  has  no  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  his  or  her  own  who  is  living  and  whose 
whereabouts  are  known; 

(ii)  no  living  parent  or  legal  guardian  of  such  individual  allows  the  individual  to  live  in 
the  home  of  such  parent  or  guardian; 

(iii)  the  State  agency  determines  that  the  physical  or  emotional  health  or  safety  of  the 
individual  or  dependent  child  would  be  jeopardized  if  the  individual  and  dependent 
child  lived  in  the  same  residence  with  the  individual's  own  parent  or  legal  guardian; 

(iv)  individual  lived  apart  from  his  or  her  own  parent  or  legal  guardian  for  a  period  of  at 
least  one  year  before  either  the  birth  of  any  dependent  child  or  the  individual  having 
made  application  for  aid  to  families  wiihi  dependent  children  under  the  plan;  or 
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(v)  the  State  agency  otherwise  determines  (in  accordance  with  regulations  issued  by  the 
Secretary)  that  there  is  good  cause  for  waiving  the  requirement.  On  those  States  that 
have  this  policy,  the  following  are  examples  of  what  they  determine  to  be  good  cause 
exceptions:  the  home  is  the  scene  of  illegal  aCTivity;  returning  home  would  result  in 
overcrowding,  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  lease,  or  violation  of  local  health  and 
safety  standards;  the  minor  parent  is  actively  participating  in  a  substance  abuse 
program  which  would  no  longer  be  available  if  she  returned  home;  no  parent  or  legal 
guardian  lives  in  the  State.) 

(e)  Current  law  and  regulation  requiring  that  the  determination  of  a  minor  parent's  residency 
sutus  must  be  made  within  the  45  days  that  all  eligibility  determinations  are  made  would  be 
maintained. 

(0  If  the  State  determines  the  minor  should  not  live  with  a  parent  or  legal  guardian  (or  the 
current  arrangement  ceases  to  be  appropriate  because  circumstances  change),  the  minor  must 
be  assisted  in  obtaining  an  appropriate  supportive  alternative  to  living  independently.  (The 
types  of  living  arrangements  that  States  now  use  or  are  considering  include  living  with  an 
adult  relative,  a  licensed  foster  home,  in  a  group  home  for  pre£iiant  teens  or  teen  parents,  and 
in  an  approved  congregate  bousing  facility.)  If  no  appropriate  setting  is  found  the  State  must 
grant  eligibility,  but  must  utilize  case  managers  to  provide  support  for  the  minoFr- 

(g)  The  State  would  use  the  case  management  for  teen  parent  provision  (see  #2  below)  to  make 
the  determinations  required  under  this  provision.  As  described  in  the  next  proposal,  these 
case  managers  would  be  trained  appropriately  and  have  reasonable  caseloads.  Determinations 
would  be  made  after  a  full  assessment  of  the  situation,  including  taking  into  account  the  needs 
and  concerns  expressed  by  the  minor. 

(h)        This  provision  would  go  into  effect  in  FY  1996. 

2.  Limiting  AFDC  Benefits  To  Additional  Children  Conceived  While  on  AFDC 

Current  Law 

Currently,  families  on  welfare  receive  additional  support  whenever  they  have  an  additional  child. 

Vision 

States  should  be  allowed  to  seek  to  reinforce  parental  responsibility  by  not  increasing  AFDC  benefits 
H*c/j  a  child  is  conceived  while  the  parent  is  on  welfare.  The  message  of  responsibility  would  be 
further  strengthened  by  providing  the  family  an  opportunity  to  earn  what  would  have  been  paid  in 
benefits. 

Specincations 

(a)  Allow  States  the  option  of  limiting  the  increase,  in  full  or  in  part,  in  the  AFDC  benefit 
amount  when  an  additional  child  is  conceived  while  the  parent  is  on  welfare.  In  order  to 
exercise  this  option,  the  State  must  demonstrate  that  family  planning  services  under  402(a)(15) 
are  available  and  provided  to  all  recipients  who  request  them. 
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(b)  Under  this  option,  if  a  parent  has  an  additional  child,  the  State  must  disregard  an  amount  of 
income  equal  to  any  increase  in  aid  that  would  have  been  paid  as  a  result  of  the  additional 
child.  Types  of  income  to  be  disregarded  include: 

(i)         child  support; 

(ii)        earned  income;  or 

(iii*)       any  other  source  that  the  Sute  develops  and  is  approved  by  the  Secretary. 

(c)  The  provision  would  not  be  applied  m  the  case  of  rape  or  in  any  other  cases  that  the  State 
agency  fmds  would  violate  the  standards  of  fairness  and  good  conscience  (such  as  where  there 
is  clear  evidence  that  contraceptive  failure  occurred  in  a  unemployed  parent  AFOC  family). 

(d)  This  provision  would  go  into  effect  in  FY  1996. 

3.  Case  Management  for  All  Custodial  Teen  Parents 

Current  {.aw 

Section  482(b)(3)  of  the  Social  Security  Aa  allows  States  to  provide  case  management  to  all  those 
participating  in  the  JOBS  program.  _^_. 

Vision 

Frequently,  it  is  multiple  problems  that  lead  youth  to  the  welfare  system.  Their  complex  needs  often 
stand  in  the  way  of  their  meeting  educational  requirements  and  other  responsibilities.  Removing 
these  barriers  to  self-sufficiency  can  involve  the  confusing  and  difficult  process  of  accessing  multiple 
service  systems.  This  proposal  would  provide  every  teen  with  a  case  manager  who  would  help  them 
navigate  these  systems  and  hold  them  accountable  for  their  responsibilities  and  requirements. 

Specifications 

(a)  Require  States  to  provide  case  management  services  to  all  custodial  teen  parents  under  age  20 
who  are  receiving  AFDC. 

(b)  Case  management  services  to  teen  parents  will  include,  but  is  not  limited  to: 

(i)         assisting  recipients  in  gaining  access  to  services,  including,  at  a  minimum,  family 
planning,  parenting  education,  and  educational  or  vocational  training  services; 

(ii)        determining  the  best  living  situation  for  a  minor  parent,  taking  into  account  the  needs 
and  concerns  expressed  by  the  minor  (see  #1  above); 

fiii)       monitoring  and  enforcing  program  participation  requirements  (including  sanctions  and 
incentives  where  appropriate);  and 

(iv)       providing  ongoing  general  guidance,  encouragement  and  support. 

States  must  describe  in  their  plans  how  they  will  meet  these  requirements. 
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(c)  Case  managers  must  receive  adequate  training  in  the  social  service  and  youth  development 
field,  and  States  should  take  into  account  recommendations  by  appropriate  professional 
organizations  to  carry  this  out.  Also,  the  case  managers  must  be  assigned  a  caseload  of  a  size 
that  permits  effective  case  management  (adequately  serves  and  protects  teen  parents  and  their 

children). 

(d)  This  provision  would  go  into  effect  in  FY  1996. 

4.         Teen  Parent  Education  and  Parenting  Activities  State  Option 

CvTgnt  L?w 

Under  Seaion  402(a)(19)  of  the  Social  Security  Aa.  teen  custodial  parents  are  required  to  participate 
in  the  JOBS  program  unless  they  are  under  16  years  of  age,  attending  school  full-time,  or  are  in  the 
last  seven  months  of  pregnancy.  Participation  in  the  JOBS  program  involves  an  assessment  of  the 
individual,  and  an  agreement  specifying  what  support  services  the  State  will  provide  and  what 
obligations  the  recipient  has.  For  those  who  have  not  obtained  a  high  school  diploma  or  a  CED, 
attendance  at  school  can  serve  as  their  JOBS  assignment.  Participation  in  the  JOBS  program  is 
contingent  on  the  existence  of  such  a  program  in  the  geographic  vicinity  of  the  recipients'  residence. 

In  addition,  under  a  Seaion  1115  waiver.  States  can  implement  programs  which  utiliteincentives  or 
sanaions  to  encourage  or  require  teen  parents  on  AFDC  to  continue  their  education.  7\mo  examples 
of  States  having  done  or  planning  to  do  this  are  the  Learning,  Earning,  and  Parenting  Program 
(LEAP)  in  Ohio  and  Cal  Learn  in  California,  which  is  in  the  process  of  being  implemented.  LEAP 
and  Cal  Learn  are  mandatory  for  all  pregnant  and  custodial  teen  parents  who  are  receiving  AFDC 
and  who  do  not  have  a  high  school  diploma  or  GED.  Under  both  LEAP  and  Cal  Learn  program 
rules,  all  eligible  teens  are  required  to  enroll  (or  remain  enrolled)  in  and  regularly  attend  a  school  or 
education  program  leading  to  a  high  school  diploma  or  GED.  These  /wo  initiatives  apply  only  to 
teens  who  are  case  heads.  Other  States  have  obtained  waivers  to  implement  programs  using  sanaions 
to  influence  dependents  to  continue  their  education. 

Vision 

Teenage  mothers  face  substantial  obstacles  to  achieving  self-sufficiency.  Eighty  percent  of  teen 
mothers  drop  out  of  high  school  and  only  56  percent  ever  graduate.  Their  earning  abilities  are 
limited  by  lack  of  education  and  job  skills.  Teen  parents  ore  often  not  well  prepared  in  the  area  of 
parenting.  This  proposal  provides  States  mth  a  mechanism  to  utilize  creative  approaches  for 
encouraging  and  supporting  youth  in  both  their  educational  and  parenting  endeavors. 

Specifications 

(a)  Provide  Sutes  the  option  to  use  monetary  incentives  (which  must  be  combined  with  sanctions) 
as  inducement  for  pregnant  teens  and  teen  custodial  parents  who  are  receiving  AFDC  and  who 
do  not  have  a  high  school  diploma  or  GED  to  enroll  (or  remain  enrolled)  in  and  regularly 
anend  a  school  or  education  program  leading  to  a  high  school  diploma  or  GED,  or  a  program 
leading  to  a  recognized  degree  or  skills  certificate  if  the  Sute  determines  this  is  most 
appropriate  for  a  recipient.  Sutes  may  also  choose  to  provide  incentives  for  participation  in 
parenting  education  activities.  This  option  will  operate  as  part  of  the  new  JOBS  program,  and 
the  rules  pertaining  to  JOBS  will  apply  unless  it  is  specifically  stated  otherwise. 


101 


241 


(b)        Each  State  plan  must  clearly  define  the  following  - 

Incentives:  States  must  define  by  how  much  benefits  will  be  increased  and  what  kinds  of 
achievements  will  be  rewarded. 

Examples  of  incentives  chosen  by  Ohio  and  California  are  as  follows: 

In  Ohio's  LEAP,  teens  who  provide  evidence  of  school  enrollment  receive  a  bonus  payment 
of  $62.  They  then  receive  an  additional  $62  in  their  welfare  check  for  each  month  in  which 
they  meet  the  program's  attendance  requirements.  For  teens  in  a  regular  high  school  in  Ohio, 
this  means  being  absent  no  more  than  four  times  in  the  month,  with  two  or  fewer  unexcused 
absences.  Different  attendance  standards  apply  to  part-time  programs,  such  as  Adult  Basic 
Education  (ABE)  programs  providing  GED  preparation  assistance,  but  the  same  fmancial 
incentives  apply. 

Participants  of  Cal  Learn  will  be  required  to  present  their  report  cards  four  times  a  year.  The 
grant  will  be  increased  by  $100  for  the  month  after  the  Cal  Learn  participant  receives  a  report 
card  with  a  "C"  average  or  better.  For  graduating  high  school  (or  its  equivalent),  these  teens 
will  have  their  grants  increased  on  a  one  time  basis  by  $500. 

Sanctions:  Sanctions  under  the  revised  JOBS  program  would  apply  unless  the  State  proposes 
alternative  sanctions,  to  be  approved  by  the  Secretary,  which  the  State  believes  better  achieves 
their  objectives. 

Examples  of  sanctions  chosen  by  Ohio  and  California  are  as  follows: 

In  LEAP,  teens  who  do  not  attend  an  initial  assessment  interview  (which  commences 
participation  in  LEAP)  or  fail  to  enroll  in  school  have  $62  deducted  from  their  grant  (i.e.,  the 
teens  are  "sanctioned")  each  month  until  they  comply  with  program  rules.  Similarly,  enrolled 
teens  are  sanctioned  by  $62  for  each  month  that  they  exceed  the  allowed  number  of  unexcused 
absences.  Teens  who  exceed  the  allowed  number  of  total  absences,  but  do  not  exceed  the 
allowed  number  of  unexcused  absences  receive  neither  a  bonus  nor  a  sanction. 

In  the  Cal  Learn  program,  teens  who  do  not  receive  at  least  a  "D"  average  or  who  do  not 
submit  his/her  report  card  will  have  the  assistance  unit  grant  reduced  over  a  two  month  period 
by  the  lesser  of  $50  or  the  amount  of  the  grant.  This  will  result  in  a  sanction  of  not  more 
than  $100.  Included  in  the  sanctions  will  be  teens  that  do  not  present  their  report  cards 
because  they  have  dropped  out  of  school  or  were  expelled. 

Coordination:  A  case  manager  (as  described  in  A.2)  will  assess  each  recipient's  needs  and 
arrange  for  appropriate  services.  Sutes  must  describe  the  mechanism  case  managers  and  other 
service  providers  will  use  to  coordinate  with  schools. 

Eligibilitv:  Custodial  teen  parents  under  20  years  of  age  and  pregnant  women  under  the  age 
of  20  who  have  not  received  a  high  school  diploma  (or  equivalent)  are  eligible.  States  may 
choose  to  include  custodial  pregnant  teens  and  teen  parents  up  to  their  21st  birthday. 
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Exemptions:  Exemptions  from  participation  will  be  based  on  the  same  new  guidelines 
governing  participation  in  JOBS  and  WORK,  with  two  exceptions.  First,  teens  will  only  be 
able  to  defer  participation  for  3  months  after  giving  birth.  Also,  a  disability  will  not  allow  a 
recipient  to  defer  participation  in  high  school,  as  schools  districts  are  required  to  provide 
students  with  disabilities  appropriate  services.  (See  JOBS  and  WORK  seaion  of  proposal  for 
more  specific  details.) 

State-wideness:  Sutes  can  limit  the  geographic  scope  of  this  option. 

Information  and  Evaluation:  States  would  be  required  to  provide  information  at  the 
Secretary's  request  and  to  cooperate  in  any  evaluation. 

(c)  Monetary  incentives  provided  under  this  program  would  be  considered  AFDC. 

(d)  Monetary  incentives  provided  under  this  option  would  not  be  considered  income  in 
determining  a  family's  eligibility  for  any  other  Federal  or  Federally-assisted  program,  and  any 
other  Federal  or  Federally-assisted  program  would  treat  any  penalty  imposed  as  if  no  such 
penalty  had  been  applied. 


(e)        This  provision  would  go  into  effect  in  FY  1996. 
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Child  Support  Enforcement  Proposal  [TiUe  vi] 

I.  ESTABLISH  AWARDS  IN  EVERY  CASE 


The  first  step  in  ensuring  that  a  child  receives  financial  support  from  the  noncustodial  parent  is  the 
establishment  of  a  child  support  award.  This  is  normally  done  through  a  legal  proceeding  to  establish 
paternity  or  at  a  legal  proceeding  at  the  lime  of  a  separation  or  divorce.  States  currently  receive 
Federal  funding  for  paternity  establishment  services  provided  through  the  IV-D  agency.  This 
proposal  expands  the  scope  and  improves  the  effectiveness  of  current  State  paternity  establishment 
procedures.  States  are  encouraged  to  establish  paternity  for  as  many  children  bom  out-of-wedlock  as 
possible,  regardless  of  the  welfare  or  income  status  of  the  mother  or  father  and  as  soon  as  possible 
following  the  child's  birth.  This  proposal  further  requires  more  outreach  about  paternity 
establishment  to  stress  that  having  a  child  is  a  two-parent  responsibility.  Building  on  the  President's 
recent  mandate  for  in-hospital  paternity  establishment  programs  enacted  as  part  of  the  Omnibus 
Budget  and  Reconciliation  Act  (OBRA)  of  1993,  it  further  encourages  nonadversarial  procedures  to 
establish  paternity  as  soon  as  possible  following  the  child's  birth,  streamlines  procedures  surrounding 
genetic  parentage  testing,  and  requires  efforts  to  remove  barriers  to  interstate  patemityj^tablishment. 


Paternity  Performance  and  Measurement  Standards 

Under  current  law.  State  performance  is  only  measured  against  those  cases  in  the  IV-D  child  support 
system  that  need  paternity  established.  Children  are  often  several  years  old  or  older  by  the  time  they 
enter  the  IV-D  system  (normally  when  the  mother  applies  for  welfare).  Research  shows  that  the 
longer  the  paternity  establishment  process  is  delayed,  the  less  likely  it  is  that  paternity  will  ever  be 
established,  so  it  is  important  to  start  early,  before  a  mother  goes  on  welfare. 

Under  the  proposal,  each  State's  paternity  establishment  performance  will  be  measured  based  not  only 
upon  cases  within  the  State's  current  IV-D  child  support  system,  but  upon  all  cases  where  children  are 
born  to  an  unmarried  mother.  States  will  then  be  encouraged  to  improve  their  paternity  establishment 
for  all  out-of-wedlock  births  through  performance-based  incentives.  (Current  paternity  establishment 
performance  standards  for  IV-D  cases  will  also  be  maintained.) 

(1)  Each  State  will  be  required,  as  a  condition  of  receipt  of  Federal  funding  for  the  child  support 
enforcement  program,  to  calculate  a  State  paternity  establishment  percentage  based  on  yearly 
data  that  record: 

(a)  all  out-of-wedlock  births  in  the  State  for  a  given  year,  regardless  of  the  parents ' 
welfare  or  income  status:  and 

(b)  all  paternities  established  for  the  out-of-wedlock  births  in  the  State  during  that  year. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  prescribe  by  regulation  the  acceptable  methods  for  determining  the 
denominator  and  the  numerator  of  the  new  paternity  establishment  performance  measure  with 
a  preference  for  actual  number  counts  rather  than  estimates. 
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FTnandal  Incentives  for  Paternity  Establishment 

In  order  to  encourage  Sutes  to  increase  the  number  of  paternities  established,  the  Federal  government 
will  provide  performance-based  incentive  payments  to  Sutes  based  on  improvements  in  each  State's 
paternity  esublishment  percentage.  The  incentive  structure  will  reward  the  early  esublishment  of 
paternity  so  that  States  have  both  an  incentive  to  get  paternities  established  as  quickly  as  possible  and 
an  incentive  to  work  older  cases.  (See  also  State  Paternity  Cooperation  Responsibilities  and 
Standards,  p.  11).  Finally,  current  regulations  establishing  time-frames  for  establishing  paternity  will 
be  revised  since  the  administrative  procedures  required  under  the  proposal  will  allow  cases  to  be 
processed  more  quickly. 

(1)  Federal  Financial  Participation  rate  (FFP)  wilt  be  provided  for  all  paternity  establishment 
services  provided  by  the  IV-D  agency  regardless  of  wither  the  mother  or  father  signs  a  IV-D 
application. 

(2)  Performance-based  incentives  will  be  made  to  each  State  In  the  form  of  increased  FFP  of  up 
to  5  percent.  The  incentive  struaure  determined  by  the  Secretary  will  build  on  the  perfor- 
mance measure  so  that  States  that  excel  will  be  eligible  for  incentive  payments. 

(3)  At  State  option.  States  may  experiment  with  programs  that  provide  financial  incentives  to 
parents  to  establish  paternity.  The  Secretary  will  additionally  authorize  up  to  three 
demonstration  projects  whereby  Federal  Financial  Participation  is  available  for  financial 
incentives  to  parents  for  establishing  paternity. 

(4)  The  Secretary  will  issue  regulations  establishing  revised  time-frames  for  establishing  paternity. 


Streamlining  the  Paternity  Establishment  Process 

Encouraging  Early  Establishment  of  Paternity 

Very  little  outreach  is  currently  conducted  about  the  importance  and  mechanics  of  esublishing 
paternity  in  public  health  related  facilities  (e.g.  prenatal  clinics  or  WIC  clinics),  even  though  these 
facilities  have  significant  conuct  with  unmarried  pregnant  women.  For  example,  in  1990,  less  than  I 
percent  of  all  counties  reported  they  conduaed  outreach  about  paternity  establishment  in  prenatal 
clinics.  Conducting  outreach  in  these  public-health  related  facilities  will  not  only  broaden  knowledge 
about  the  benefits  of  establishing  paternity  in  general,  but  will  also  enhance  the  effectiveness  of 
hospital -based  programs.  By  the  time  the  parents  of  an  out-of-wedlock  child  are  offered  an 
opportunity  to  esublish  paternity  in  the  hospital,  the  parent(s)  will  have  already  had  an  opportunity  to 
obtain  information  about  and  reflect  upon  why  they  should  establish  paternity  for  their  child. 

As  part  of  the  effort  to  encourage  the  early  establishment  of  paternity,  the  proposal  allows  State 
agencies  and  mothers  to  start  the  paternity  establishment  process  even  before  the  child  is  born.  Since 
fathers  are  much  more  likely  to  have  a  continuing  relationship  with  the  mother  at  that  time,  locating 
the  father  and  serving  him  with  legal  process  is  much  easier.  If  the  father  does  not  acknowledge 
paternity,  a  genetic  test  can  then  be  scheduled  immediately  after  the  birth  of  the  child. 

Experience  has  also  shown  that  while  a  high  proportion  of  fathers  are  willing  to  consent  to  paternity 
in  the  hospital,  there  are  some  who  are  unwilling  to  voluntarily  acknowledge  paternity  outright  but 
would  do  so  if  genetic  testing  confirmed  parentage.  The  hospital  based  paternity  establishment 
process  can  be  further  streamlined  by  providing  the  opportunity  for  genetic  testing  right  at  the 

105 


245 


hospital.  This  is  an  efficient  use  of  resources  since  hospitals  are  already  fiilly  equipped  to  obtain 
samples  for  these  tests  and  blood  tests  are  already  performed  on  newborns  at  the  hospital  for  other 
purposes. 

As  pan  of  the  Slate 's  voluntary  consent  procedures,  each  State  must: 

(J)  require,  either  direaly  or  under  contract  with  health  care  providers,  other  health-related 
facilities  fincluding  pre-natal  climes,  'well-baby'  clinics,  in-home  public  health  service 
visitations,  family  planning  clinics  and  WIC  centers)  to  inform  unwed  parents  about  the 
benefits  of  and  the  opportunities  for  establishing  legal  paternity  for  their  children;  this  effort 
should  be  coordinated  with  the  U.S.  Public  Health  Service.  WIC  program  information  shall 
also  be  available  to  the  IV-D  agency  in  order  to  provide  outreach  and  services  to  recipients  of 
that  program. 

(2)  require  full  participation  by  hospitals  and  other  health-related  facilities  to  cooperate  and 
implement  in-hospUal  paternity  establishment  programs  as  a  condition  of  reimbursement  of 
Medicaid. 

As  part  of  a  State 's  civil  procedures  for  establishment  of  paternity,  each  State  must: 

(1)  have  statutes  allowing  the  commencement  of  paternity  actions  prior  to  the  birth  of  the  child 
and  procedures  for  ordering  genetic  tests  as  soon  as  the  child  is  born,  provided  that  the 
putative  father  has  not  yet  acknowledged  paternity: 

(2)  make  available  procedures  within  hospitals  to  provide  for  taking  a  blood  or  other  sample  at 
the  time  of  the  child's  birth,  if  the  parents  request  the  test. 


Simplifying  Paternity  Establishment 

Currently,  acknowledgements  of  paternity  must  create  either  a  rebutuble  or  conclusive  presumption  of 
paternity.  A  rebuttable  presumption  means  that  even  though  someone  has  admitted  paternity,  they  can 
later  come  in  and  offer  other  evidence  to  "rebut"  their  previous  acknowledgement.  This  leaves  many 
cases  dangling  for  years  and  years.  The  parents  believe  in  some  cases  that  paternity  is  established 
when,  in  fact,  it  is  not.  Under  the  proposal,  rebuttable  presumptions  "ripen"  into  conclusive 
presumptions  after  one  year.  A  conclusive  presumption  acts  as  a  judgment  so  that  paternity  has,  in 
fact,  been  officially  established.  States  are  allowed  some  flexibility  to  tailor  due  process  provisions. 

The  vast  majority  of  paternity  cases  can  be  resolved  without  a  trial  once  a  genetic  test  is  completed. 
Such  tests  are  highly  accurate  and  will  effeaively  either  exclude  the  alleged  father  or  result  in  a 
paternity  probability  over  99  percent.  Virtually  all  alleged  fathers  will  admit  to  paternity  when  faced 
with  genetic  test  results  showing  near  certainty  that  he  is  the  fether.  Currently  in  most  Sutes, 
however,  changes  in  the  legal  process  have  not  kept  up  with  the  changes  in  genetic  testing 
technology,  resulting  in  an  unnecessary  and  inefficient  reliance  on  the  courts  to  handle  the  matters 
surrounding  genetic  tests. 

Under  the  proposal.  States  will  no  longer  have  to  start  a  legal  proceeding  through  the  courts  and  have 
a  coun  hearing  simply  to  have  a  genetic  test  ordered.  States  are  also  precluded  from  requiring  a 
court  hearing  prior  to  ratification  of  paternity  acknowledgments.  These  procedures  will  speed  up 
what  is  otherwise  unnecessarily  a  very  time  consuming  and  labor  intensive  process.  Another  delay  in 
the  process  occurs  if  the  father  fails  to  show  for  an  ordered  blood  test.    Often  the  IV-D  agency  must 
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go  back  to  court  to  get  a  default  order  entered,  even  though  this  process  could  be  handled  more 
efficiently  on  an  administrative  basis.  Under  the  proposal,  the  IV-D  agency  will  be  given  the 
authority  to  enter  default  orders  without  having  to  resort  to  the  courts. 

The  Federal  government  currently  pays  90  percent  of  the  laboratory  costs  for  paternity  cases  requiring 
genetic  testing  and  will  continue  to  do  so.  However,  there  is  currently  a  great  deal  of  variation  at  the 
Sute  and  local  level  regarding  whether  and  under  what  circumstances  the  costs  of  genetic  testing  are 
passed  on  to  fathers  facing  a  paternity  allegation.  The  proposal  will  eliminate  the  current  variation  by 
requiring  all  Sutes  to  advance  the  costs  of  genetic  tests,  and  then  allowing  recoupment  from  the 
alleged  father  in  cases  where  he  is  determined  to  be  the  biological  father  of  the  child.  By  advancing 
the  costs  of  genetic  testing,  there  is  no  financial  disincentive  for  alleged  fathers  to  evade  genetic 
testing.  At  the  same  time,  requiring  that  an  alleged  father  reimburse  the  State  for  the  cost  of  genetic 
tests  should  he  be  determined  to  be  the  biological  father  eliminates  any  incentive  for  fathers  to  request 
genetic  tests  as  a  "stalling"  technique  and  promotes  voluntary  acknowledgment  of  paternity  when 
appropriate. 

In  the  event  that  a  party  disputes  a  particular  test  result,  the  dispute  should  normally  be  resolved 
through  further  testing.  The  party  should  be  given  the  opportunity  to  have  additional  tests  but  also  be 
required  to  incur  the  costs  of  those  additional  tests.  This  will  help  to  ensure  that  the  opportunity  to 
request  additional  testing  is  used  only  in  cases  where  there  is  a  legitinuite  reason  la.question  the 
original  test  results  and  not  used  as  a  delaying  tactic  to  avoid  establishing  paternity. 

Currently,  research  on  non-custodial  Others  suggests  that  many  fathers  who  might  otherwise  be  open 
to  the  idea  of  establishing  paternity  are  deterred  from  doing  so  because  they  may  then  be  required  to 
pay  large  amounts  of  arrears  and/or  face  delivery-associated  medical  expenses  in  addition  to  ongoing 
support  obligations.  For  low-income  fathers  with  limited  incomes,  this  poses  a  special  problem. 
Providing  the  administrative  agency/court  the  authority  to  forgive  all  or  part  of  these  costs  will  reduce 
disincentives  to  establish  paternity  in  certain  cases. 

IV-D  agencies  currently  are  not  encouraged  to  bring  a  paternity  action  forward  on  behalf  of  the 
putative  father,  even  in  cases  in  which  the  mother  is  not  cooperating  with  the  State  in  establishing 
paternity.  In  some  states,  fathers  have  no  standing  to  bring  paternity  actions  at  all.  If  the  primary 
goal  is  to  establish  paternity  for  as  many  children  bom  out-of-wedlock  as  possible,  IV-D  agencies 
should  be  able  to  assist  putative  fathers  as  well  as  mothers  in  establishing  paternity  for  a  non-marital 
child. 

Under  the  OBRA  of  1993  amendments.  States  are  required  to  have  expedited  processes  for  paternity 
establishment  in  contested  cases  and  each  Sute  must  give  full  faith  and  credit  to  determinations  of 
paternity  made  by  other  States.  In  order  to  further  streamline  the  treatment  of  contested  cases,  the 
proposal  provides  that  Sutes  can  set  temporary  support  in  appropriate  cases.  This  discourages 
defendants  in  paternity  actions  from  contesting  cases  in  order  to  simply  delay  the  payment  of  support. 
The  proposal  also  abolishes  jury  trials  for  paternity  cases.  Jury  trials  are  a  remnant  from  the  time 
when  paternity  cases  were  criminal  in  nature.  Almost  two-thirds  of  the  Sutes  still  allow  jury  uials. 
While  rarely  requested,  jury  trials  delay  the  resolution  of  cases  and  take  a  heavy  toll  on  personnel 
resources.  With  the  advent  of  modem  scientific  genetic  testing,  they  serve  very  little  purpose,  as 
almost  all  cases  will  ultimately  be  resolved  based  on  the  results  of  the  tesu.  The  proposal  also  eases 
ceruin  evidentiary  rules,  allowing  cases  to  be  heard  without  the  need  for  esublishing  a  foundation  for 
evidence  that  is  normally  uncontroverted. 

As  pan  of  a  State 's  civil  procedures  for  establishment  of  paternity,  each  State  must: 
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(1)  provide  that  acknowledgments  of  paternity  create  either  a  rebuttable  or  conclusive 
presumption  of  paternity.  If  a  rebuttable  presumption  of  paternity  is  created.  States  must 
provide  that  the  presumption  ripens  into  a  conclusive  legal  determination  with  the  same  effea 
as  a  Judgment  no  later  than  12  months  from  the  date  of  signing  the  acknowledgment.  States 
may,  at  their  option,  allow  fathers  to  move  to  vacate  or  reopen  such  Judgments  at  a  later  date 
in  cases  of  fraud  or  if  it  is  in  the  best  interest  of  the  child. 

(2)  provide  administrative  authority  to  the  IV-D  agency  to  order  all  parties  to  submit  to  genetic 
testing  in  all  cases  where  either  the  mother  or  putative  father  requests  a  genetic  test;  and 
submits  a  sworn  statement  setting  forth  faas  establishing  a  reasonable  possibility  of  the 
requisite  sexual  contact,  without  the  need  for  a  court  hearing  prior  to  such  an  order.  (State 
option  remains  as  to  whether  to  provide  this  administrative  authority  in  cases  where  there  is  a 
presumed  father  under  State  law); 

(3)  preclude  the  use  of  court  hearings  to  ratify  paternity  acknowledgments; 

(4)  provide  administrative  authority  to  the  IV-D  agency  to  enter  default  orders  to  establish 
paternity  specifically  where  a  party  refuses  to  comply  with  an  order  for  genetic  testing  (State 
law  continues  to  determine  the  criteria,  if  any,  for  opening  default  orders); 

(5)  advance  the  costs  of  genetic  tests,  subjea  to  recoupment  from  the  putative  father  (subject  to 
Slate  pauper  provisions)  if  he  is  determined  to  be  the  biological  father  of  the  child  (Federal 
funding  will  continue  at  90  percent  for  laboratory  tests  for  paternity);  if  the  result  of  the 
genetic  testing  is  disputed,  upon  reasonable  request  of  a  party,  order  that  additional  test'mg  be 
done  by  the  same  laboratory  or  an  independent  laboratory  at  the  expense  of  the  party 
requesting  the  additional  tests; 

(6)  provide  discretion  to  the  administrative  agency  or  court  setting  the  amount  of  support  to 
forgive  delivery  medical  expenses  or  limit  arrears  owed  to  the  State  (but  not  the  mother)  in 
cases  where  the  father  cooperates  or  acknowledges  paternity  before  or  after  a  genetic  test  is 
completed; 

(7)  allow  putative  fathers  (wheie  not  presumed  to  be  the  father  under  State  law)  standing  to 
initiate  their  own  paternity  actions; 

(8)  establish  aiul  implement  laws  which  mandate,  upon  motion  by  a  party,  a  tribunal  in  contested 
cases  to  order  temporary  support  according  to  the  laws  of  the  tribunal's  State  if; 

(a)  the  results  of  the  parentage  testing  create  a  rebuttable  presumption  of  paternity; 

(b)  the  person  from  \n^om  support  is  sought  has  sigried  a  verified  statement  of  parentage; 


(c)         there  is  other  clear  and  convincing  evidence  that  the  person  from  whom  support  is 
sought  is  the  particular  child 's  parent; 

(9)        enaa  laws  which  abolish  the  availability  of  trial  by  Jury  for  paternity  cases;  and 
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(10)  have  and  use  laws  that  provide  for  the  introduction  and  admission  into  evidence,  without  need 
for  third-party  foundation  testimony,  of  pre-natal  and  post-natal  birth-related  and  parentage- 
testing  bills;  and  each  bill  shall  be  regarded  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  amount  incurred 
on  behalf  of  the  child  for  the  procedures  included  in  the  bill. 


Palernity  Outreach 

Paternity  establishment  is  recognized  as  an  important  strategy  to  combat  the  high  incidence  of  poverty 
among  children  bom  out  of  wedlock.  Yet  to  date,  there  has  been  no  cohesive  national  strategy  to 
educate  the  public  on  this  issue.  As  a  result,  many  parents  do  not  understand  the  benefits  of  paternity 
esublishment  and  child  support  and  are  unaware  of  the  availability  of  services.  This  proposal  calls 
for  a  broad,  comprehensive  ouueach  campaign  at  the  Federal  and  Sute  level  to  promote  the 
importance  of  paternity  establishment  as  a  parental  responsibility  and  a  right  of  the  children. 

A  combined  outreach  and  education  strategy  will  build  on  the  Administration's  paternity  establishment 
initiative  included  in  last  year's  budget  law,  OBRA  of  1993,  by  underscoring  the  importance  of 
paternity  establishment  for  children  bom  outside  of  marriage  and  die  message  that  child  support  is  a 
two-parent  responsibility.  States  will  be  asked  to  expand  their  point  of  contact  with  unwed  parents  in 
order  to  provide  maximum  opportunity  for  paternity  establishment  and  to  promotelHie  norm  that 
paternity  establishment  is  doing  the  right  thing  for  their  children. 

Under  the  proposal: 

(1)  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  including  the  Public  Health  Service,  and  in 
cooperation  with  the  Department  of  Education,  will  take  the  lead  in  developing  a 
comprehensive  media  campaign  designed  to  reinforce  both  the  importance  of  paternity 
establishment  and  the  message  that  child  support  is  a  'two  parent '  responsibility; 

(2)  States  will  be  required  to  implement  outreach  programs  promoting  voluntary  acknowledgment 
of  paternity  through  a  variety  of  means,  such  as  the  distribution  of  written  materials  at 
schools,  hospitals,  and  other  agencies.  These  efforts  should  be  coordinated  with  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Education.  States  are  also  encouraged  to  establish  pre-natal  programs  for 
expectant  couples,  either  married  or  unmarried,  to  educate  parents  on  their  Joint  rights  and 
responsibilities  in  paternity.  At  State  option,  such  programs  could  be  required  of  all 
expectant  welfare  recipients; 

(3)  States  will  be  required  to  make  reasonable  efforts  to  follow  up  with  individuals  m^o  do  not 
establish  paternity  in  the  hospital,  providing  them  information  on  the  benefits  and  procedures 
for  establishing  paternity.  The  materials  and  the  process  for  which  the  Information  is 
disseminated  is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  States,  but  States  must  have  a  plan  for  this 
outreach,  which  includes  at  least  one  post-hospital  contact  with  each  parent  whose 
whereabouts  are  known  (unless  the  State  has  reason  to  believe  that  such  contact  puts  the  child 
or  mother  at  risk); 

(4)  all  parents  who  establish  paternity,  but  who  are  not  required  to  assign  their  child  support 
rights  to  the  State  due  to  receipt  of  AFDC,  must,  a:  a  minimum,  be  provided  subsequently 
with  information  on  the  benefits  and  procedures  for  establishing  a  child  support  order  and  an 

application  for  child  support  services;  and 
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(5)        upon  approval  of  the  Secretary,  Federal  funding  will  be  provided  at  an  Increased  matching 
rate  of  90  percent  for  paternity  outreach  programs. 


Improving  Cooperation  among  AFDC  Mothers  in  the  Establishment  of  Paternity 

Cooperation  Standards  and  Good  Cause  Exceptions 

Currently,  cooperating  with  the  IV-D  agency  in  establishing  paternity  is  a  condition  of  eligibility  for 
AFDC  and  Medicaid  recipients.  Cooperation  is  defined  as  appearance  for  appointments  Oncluding 
blood  tests),  appearance  for  judicial  or  administrative  proceedings,  or  provision  of  complete  and 
accurate  information.  The  last  standard  is  so  vague  that  'true*  cooperation  is  often  difficult  to 
determine.  Research  suggests  that  a  greater  percenuge  of  mothers  know  the  identity  and  whereabouts 
of  the  father  of  their  child  than  is  reported  to  the  IV-D  agency.  Better  and  more  aggressive 
procedures  can  yield  a  much  higher  rate  of  success  in  eliciting  information  about  the  father  from  the 
mother  than  is  currently  achieved. 

The  proposal  conuins  several  provisions  aimed  at  significantly  increasing  cooperation  among  AFDC 
mothers  while  at  the  same  time  not  penalizing  those  who  have  fully  cooperated  with  dig.IV-D  agency 
but  for  whom  paternity  for  their  child  is  not  established  due  to  circumstances  beyond  their  control. 
Increased  cooperation  will  result  in  higher  rates  of  paternity  establishment. 

Under  the  proposal: 

(J)  the  new  cooperation  standards  described  herein  will  apply  to  all  applications  for  AFDC  or 
appropriate  Medicaid  cases  for  women  witn  children  born  on  or  after  10  months  following  the 
date  of  enactment; 

(2)  the  initial  cooperation  requirement  is  met  only  when  the  mother  has  provided  the  State  the 
following  information: 

(a)  the  name  of  the  father;  and 

(b)  sufficient  information  to  verify  the  identity  of  the  person  named  (such  as  the  present 
address  of  the  person,  the  past  or  present  place  of  employment  of  the  person,  the  past 
or  present  school  attended  by  the  person,  the  name  and  address  of  the  person's 
parents,  friends  or  relatives  that  can  provide  location  information  for  the  person,  the 
telephone  number  of  the  person,  the  date  of  birth  of  the  person,  or  other  information 
that,  if  reasonable  efforts  were  made  by  the  State,  could  lead  to  identify  a  particular 
person  to  be  served  with  process); 

(c)  if  there  is  more  than  one  possible  father,  the  mother  must  provide  the  names  of  all 
possible  fathers; 

(3)  the  continued  cooperation  requirement  is  met  when  the  mother  provides  the  State  the  following 
information: 

(a)  additional  reasonable,  relevant  information  which  the  mother  can  reasonably  provide, 
requested  by  the  State  at  any  point; 
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ft})        appearance  at  required  interviews,   conference  hearings  or  legal  proceedings,   if 
notified  in  advance  and  an  illness  or  emergency  does  not  prevent  attendance;  or 

(c)        appearance  (along  with  the  child)  to  submit  to  genetic  tests; 

(4)  good  cause  exceptions  will  be  granted  for  non<ooperation  on  an  individual  case  basis  only  if 
recipients  meet  the  existing  good  cause  exceptions  for  the  AFDC  program. 

(5)  State  IV-D  workers  must  inform  each  applicant  orally  and  in  writing  of  the  good  cause 
exceptions  available  under  current  law  and  help  the  mother  determine  if  she  meets  the 
definition.  (Current  exemptions  for  Medicaid  eligibility  for  pregnant  women  are  also 
maintained.) 


Cooperation  Prior  to  Receipt  of  Benefits 

Currently,  many  local  IV-D  agencies  do  not  conduct  intake  interviews  at  all  but  rather  rely  on 
information  (e.g.,  identity  and  location  of  the  father)  obtained  by  the  IV-A  agency.  Those  IV-D 
agencies  that  condurt  btake  interviews  do  not  schedule  them  until  after  the  mother  has  already 
applied  for  and  been  determined  eligible  to  receive  AFDC  benefits.  This  practLc*.  reduces  the 
incentive  of  AFDC  mothers  to  cooperate  with  the  IV-D  agency  in  providing  complete  and  accurate 
information  about  the  fether  of  their  child  because  questions  regarding  cooperation  do  not  arise  until 
after  eligibility  for  AFDC  has  been  approved  and  the  family  is  receiving  benefits. 

The  proposal  will  increase  the  incidence  of  paternity  establishment  by  making  receipt  of  benefits 
conditional  upon  fulfilling  the  cooperation  requirement;  IV-D  agencies  will  have  to  determine 
whether  the  cooperation  requirement  has  been  met  prior  to  the  receipt  of  benefits.  States  will  be 
encouraged,  but  not  required,  to  facilitate  this  change  in  procedure  by  either  co-locating  IV-A 
agencies  and  IV-D  agencies  or  conducting  a  single  IV-A/IV-D  screening  or  intake  interview.  AFDC 
applicants  who  fail  to  fulfill  the  new  cooperation  requirement  will  be  sanctioned. 

(1)        Applicants  must  cooperate  in  establishing  paternity  prior  to  receipt  of  benefits: 

(a)  using  the  new  cooperation  standards,  an  initial  determination  of  cooperation  must  be 
made  by  the  State  IV-D  agency  within  10  days  of  application  for  AFDC  and/or 
Medicaid; 

(b)  if  the  cooperation  determination  is  not  made  within  the  specified  time-frame,  the 
applicant  could  not  be  denied  eligibility  for  the  above  benefits  based  on  noncoopera- 
tion  pending  the  determination; 

(c)  once  an  initial  determination  of  cooperation  is  made,  the  IV-D  agency  must  inform  the 
mother  and  the  relevant  programs  of  its  determination; 

(d)  individuals  qualifying  for  emergency  assistance  or  expedited  processing  could  begin 
receiving  benefits  before  a  determination  is  made. 
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(2)  Failure  to  cooperate  with  the  FV-D  agency  will  result  in  an  immediate  sanaion: 

(a)  sanctions  will  be  based  on  current  law.  States  are  required  to  inform  all  sanctioned 
individuals  of  their  right  to  appeal  the  determination. 

(b)  \f  a  determination  is  made  that  the  custodial  parent  has  met  the  initial  cooperation 
requirement  and  the  IV-D  agency  later  has  reason  to  believe  that  the  information  is 
incorrea  or  insufficient,  the  agency  must: 

ft)         try  to  obtain  additional  information:  and  \f  that  fails 

fii)        schedule  a  fair  hearing  to  determine  if  the  parent  is  fully  cooperating  before 
imposing  a  sanaion: 

(c)  if  a  mother  fails  to  cooperate  and  is  determined  ineligible  for  benefits,  but 
subsequently  chooses  to  cooperate  and  takes  appropriate  aaion.  Federal  and  State 
benefits  will  be  immediately  reinstated. 

(d)  if  the  determination  results  in  a  finding  of  noncooperation  and  the  ap^^cant  appeals, 
the  applicant  could  not  be  denied  benefits  based  on  noncooperation  pending  the 
outcome  of  the  appeal.  States  can  set  up  appeal  procedures  through  the  existing  IV- A 
appeals  process  or  through  a  IV-D  appeals  process. 

(3)  States  are  encouraged  to  either  co-locate  IV-A  and  IV-D  offices,  provide  a  single  interview  for 
IV-A  and  IV-D  purposes,  or  condua  a  single  screening  process. 


State  Paternity  Cooperation  Responsibilities  and  Standards 

States  will  be  held  to  new  standards  of  responsibility  for  determining  cooperation  and  ensuring  that 
information  regarding  paternity  is  acted  upon  in  a  timely  fashion.  Under  the  proposal,  if  the  mother 
meets  this  stricter  cooperation  requirement  and  provides  full  information,  the  burden  shifts  to  the 
State  to  determine  paternity  within  one  year  from  the  date  the  mother  met  the  initial  cooperation  date. 
This  is  a  shorter  time  period  than  what  was  required  by  regulation  under  the  Family  Support  Act  of 
1988  and  under  the  proposed  OBRA  of  1993  regulations. 

If  the  State  fails  to  establish  paternity  within  the  new  specified  one-year  time-frame,  it  will  lose 
Federal  FFP  for  those  cases.  This  FFP  penalty  does  not  exist  under  current  law,  and  provides  a 
significant  incentive  for  States  to  work  their  incoming  paternity  cases  in  a  timely  fashion.  A  tolerance 
level  is  allowed  for  cases  where  paternity  cannot  be  established  despite  the  State's  best  efforts.  Other 
paternity  standards  under  existing  law  will  be  maintained  to  encourage  States  to  continue  to  work  all 
new  and  old  IV-D  cases. 

For  all  cases  subjea  to  the  new  cooperation  requirements: 

(I)        State  IV-D  agencies  must  either  establish  paternity  if  at  all  possible  or  impose  a  sanction  in 
every  case  within  one  year  from  the  date  that  the  initial  cooperation  requirement  is  met:  or 
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(2)  If  the  mother  has  met  the  cooperation  requiremeius  and  the  State  has  failed  to  establish 
paternity  within  the  one  year  time  limit,  the  State  will  not  be  eligible  for  FFP  of  the  AFDC 
grant  for  those  cases.  (The  Secretary  will  establish  by  regulation  a  method  for  keeping  track 
of  those  cases.  The  FFP  penalty  will  be  based  on  an  average  monthly  grant  for  cases  where 
paternity  is  not  established  rather  than  by  tracking  individual  cases.)  The  Secretary  shall 
prescribe  by  regulation  a  tolerance  level,  for  which  there  will  be  no  penalty,  for  cases  where 
paternity  cannot  be  established  despite  the  best  efforts  of  the  State.  The  tolerance  level  shall 
not  exceed  a  percentage  of  the  State 's  mandatory  cases  that  need  paternity  established  in  any 
given  year  (25  percent  in  years  1  and  2,  20  percent  in  years  3  and  4,  15  percent  in  years  5 
and  6,  and  10  percent  thereafter). 


Accreditation  of  Goietic  Testing  Laboratories 

In  1976  a  joint  comminee  of  the  American  Bar  Association  (ABA)  and  the  American  Medical 
Association  (AMA)  established  guidelines  for  paternity  testing.  In  the  early  1980's,  the  Parentage 
Testing  Committee  of  the  American  Association  of  Blood  Banks  (AABB),  under  a  grant  from  the 
Federal  Office  of  Child  Support  Enforcement,  developed  standards  for  parentage  testing  laboratories. 
These  standards  served  as  a  foundation  for  an  inspection  and  accreditation  program  for  parentage 
testing  laboratories.  In  addition,  the  Parentage  Testing  Committee  developed  -a'-checklist  for 
inspectors  to  use  in  determining  if  laboratories  are  in  conformance  with  the  standards  required  for 
AABB  accreditation.  These  standards  are  subject  to  future  revision  as  the  state-of-the-art  and 
experience  dictate. 

Using  accredited  laboratories  ensures  that  laboratories  do  not  take  shortcuts,  employ  unqualified 
personnel,  fail  to  perform  Juplicate  testi.ng  or  otherwise  compromise  quality  control.  Thirty-six  of  the 
fifty-four  IV-D  Child  Support  Enforcement  agencies  currently  use  solely  AABB  accredited 
laboratories  for  paternity  testing.  Under  the  proposal,  the  Secretary  will  authorize  an  organization 
such  as  the  AABB  or  a  U.S.  agency  to  accredit  laboratories  conducting  genetic  testing  and  States  will 
be  required  to  use  only  accredited  laboratories. 

State  law  often  fails  to  keep  pace  with  scientific  advances  in  genetic  testing.  For  instance,  while 
DNA  testing  for  paternity  cases  is  widely  accepted  in  the  scientific  community,  some  State  laws 
remain  from  a  time  prior  to  DNA  testing.  Such  State  laws  may  refer  only  to  "HLA"  or  "blood' 
testing,  so  State  agencies  are  unable  to  contract  with  laboratories  using  more  modern  techniques. 
Under  the  proposal.  States  must  amend  their  laws  to  accept  aU  accredited  test  results  with  the  type  of 
tests  to  be  determined  by  the  authorized  organization  or  agency  based  upon  what  testing  is  widely 
accepted  in  the  scientific  community. 


(1)  The   Secretary  will  authorize  an   organization  or   U.S.    agency   to  accredit  laboratories 
conducting  genetic  testing  and  the  procedures  and  methods  to  be  used;  and 

(2)  States  are  required  to  use  accredited  labs  for  all  genetic  testing  and  to  accept  all  accredited 
test  results. 
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Administrative  Authority  to  Establish  Orders  Based  on  Guidelines 

Establishing  paternity  alone  does  not  establish  an  obligation  to  pay  support.  An  obligation  to  pay 
support  is  onJy  created  when  the  proper  authority  issues  an  order  that  support  be  paid  O-C-.  an 
'award*  of  support).  Sometimes  this  is  done  when  paternity  is  established  and  sometimes  not-there 
are  many  State  variations.  States  also  vary  in  how  they  establish  an  award  when  someone  enters  the 
IV-D  system  in  non-paternity  cases.  A  few  States  provide  administrative  authority  to  establish  child 
support  orders.   Many  State  require  that  a  separate  court  action  be  brought. 

Establishing  support  awards  is  critical  to  ensuring  that  children  receive  die  support  they  deserve. 
Under  the  proposal,  all  IV-D  agencies  will  have  the  authority  to  issue  the  child  support  award.  This 
will  vastly  simplify  and  speed-up  the  process  of  getting  an  award  in  place.  Adequate  protections  are 
provided  to  ensure  that  award  levels  are  fair;  the  IV-D  agency  must  base  the  award  level  on  State 
guidelines  and  States  are  provided  the  flexibility  to  set  up  procedural  due  process  protections.  These 
administrative  procedures  apply  to  paternity  and  IV-D  cases  only.  Legal  sq>arations  and  divorces 
may  still  be  handled  through  the  court  process. 

Sutes  can  be  exempted  from  this  requirement  if  they  can  establish  orders  as  effectively  and  efTiciently 
through  alternative  procedures.  _^. 


(1)  States  must  have  and  use  simple  administrative  procedures  in  IV-D  cases  to  establish  support 
orders  so  that  the  IV-D  agency  can  impose  an  order  for  support  (based  upon  State  guidelines) 
in  cases  where: 

(a)  the  custodial  parent  has  assigned  his  or  her  right  of  support  to  the  state; 

(b)  the  parent  has  not  assigned  his  or  her  right  of  support  to  the  State  but  has  established 
paternity  through  an  acknowledgment  or  State  administrative  procedure;  or 

(c)  in  cases  of  separation  where  a  parent  has  applied  for  IV-D  sendees  and  there  is  not  a 
court  proceeding  pending  for  a  legal  separation  or  divorce.  At  State  option,  States 
may  extend  such  authority  to  all  cases  of  separation  and  di\orce,  but  they  are  not 
required  to  do  so. 

(2)  In  all  cases  appropriate  notice  and  due  process  as  determined  by  the  State  must  be  followed. 

(3)  Existing  provisions  for  exempting  States  under  seaion  466(d)  of  the  Social  Security  Aa  are 
preserved. 
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II.  ENSURE  FAIR  AWARD  LEVELS 


National  Commission  on  Child  Support  Guidelines 

States  are  currently  required  to  use  presumptive  guidelines  in  setting  and  modifying  all  support 
awards  but  have  wide  discretion  in  their  development.  While  the  use  of  state-based  guidelines  has  led 
to  more  uniform  treatment  of  similarly-situated  parties  within  a  state,  there  is  still  much  debate 
concerning  the  adequacy  of  support  awards  resulting  from  guidelines.  This  is  due  to  inadequate 
information  on  the  costs  of  raising  a  child  by  two  parents  in  two  separate  households  and  because 
disagreements  abound  over  what  costs  (medical  care,  child  care,  non-minor  and/or  multiple  family 
support)  should  be  included  in  guidelines.  The  issue  is  further  compounded  by  charges  that  individual 
State  guidelines  result  in  disparate  treatment  between  States  and  encourage  forum  shopping. 

To  resolve  these  issues  and  ensure  that  guidelines  truly  provide  an  equitable  and  adequate  level  of 
support  in  all  cases,  the  proposal  creates  a  national  conunission  to  study  and  make  recommendations 
on  the  desirability  of  uniform  national  guidelines  or  national  parameters  for  setting  guidelines. 

(1)  A  twelve-member  National  Commission  on  Child  Support  Guidelines  will  be  established  no 
later  than  March  1,  J 995,  for  the  purpose  of  studying  the  desirability  of  a  uniform,  national 
child  support  guideline  or  national  parameters  for  State  guidelines. 

(2)  The  Chairman  of  the  Senate  Comminee  on  Finance  and  the  Chairman  of  the  House  Committee 
on  Ways  and  Means  shall  appoint  rwo  members  each,  the  Ranking  Minority  Members  of  such 
Committee  shall  appoint  one  member  each,  and  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services 
shall  appoint  six  members.  Appointments  to  the  Commission  must  include  a  State  IV-D 
Director  and  members  or  representatives  of  both  custodial  and  non-custodial  parent  groups. 

(3)  The  Commission  shall  prepare  a  report  not  later  than  two  years  after  the  date  of  appointment 
to  be  submitted  to  Congress.  The  Commission  terminates  six  months  after  submission  of  the 
report. 

(4)  If  the  Commission  determines  that  a  uniform  guideline  should  be  adopted,  the  Commission 
shall  recommend  to  Congress  a  guideline  which  it  considers  most  equitable,  taking  into 
account  studies  of  various  guideline  models,  their  deficiencies,  and  any  needed  improvements. 
The  Commission  shall  also  consider  the  need  for  simplicity  and  ease  of  application  of 
guidelines  as  a  critical  objective. 

In  addition,  the  Commission  should  study  the  following: 

(1)  the  adequacy  of  existing  State  guidelines 

(2)  the  treatment  of  multiple  families  in  State  guidelines  including: 

(a)  whether  a  remarried  parent 's  spouse 's  income  qffeas  a  support  obligation; 

(b)  the  impact  of  step  and  half-siblings  on  support  obligations:  arui 

(c)  the  costs  of  multiple  and  subsequent  family  child  raising  obligations,  other  than  those 
children  for  whom  the  action  was  brought, 
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P)  the  treatment  of  child  care  expenses  in  guidelines  including  Mother  guidelines  should  take 
into  account: 

(a)  current  or  projected  work  related  or  job  training  related  child  care  ejq>enses  of  either 
parent  for  the  care  of  children  of  either  parent;  and 

(b)  health  insurance,  related  uninsured  health  care  expenses,  and  extraordinary  school 
expenses  incurred  on  behalf  of  the  duldfor  whom  the  order  is  sought; 

(4)  the  duration  of  support  by  one  or  both  parents,  including  the  sharing  of  post-secondary  or 
vocational  institution  costs;  the  duration  of  support  of  a  disabled  child  including  children  who 
are  unable  to  support  themselves  due  to  a  disability  that  arose  during  the  child's  minority; 

(5)  the  adoption  of  uniform  terms  in  all  child  support  orders  to  facilitate  the  enforcement  of 
orders  by  other  States; 

(6)  the  definition  of  income  and  whether  and  under  what  circumstances  income  should  be 
imputed; 

(7)  the  effea  of  extended  'visitation,  shared  custody  and  joint  custody  decisions-  on  guideline 
levels;  and 

(8)  the  tax  aspects  of  child  support  payments. 


Modincations  of  Child  Support  Orders 

Inadequate  child  support  awards  are  a  major  factor  contributing  to  the  gap  between  the  amount  of 
child  support  currently  coUeaed  versus  the  amount  that  could  potentially  be  collected.  When  child 
support  awards  are  determined  initially,  the  award  is  set  using  current  guidelines  which  take  into 
account  the  income  of  the  noncustodial  parent  (and  usually  the  custodial  parent  as  well).  Although 
the  circumstances  of  both  parents'  (including  their  income)  and  the  child  change  over  time,  awards 
often  remain  at  their  original  level.  In  order  to  rectify  this  situation,  child  support  awards  need  to  be 
updated  periodically  so  that  the  amount  of  support  provided  reflects  current  circumstances.  Recent 
research  indicates  that  an  additional  $7.1  billion  dollars  per  year  could  be  collected  if  all  awards  were 
updated  (based  upon  the  Wisconsin  guidelines). 

The  Family  Suppon  Act  of  1988  responded  to  the  problem  of  inadequate  awards  by  requiring  States 
to  review  and  modify  all  AFDC  cases  once  every  three  years,  and  every  non-AFDC  IV-D  case  every 
three  years  for  which  a  parent  requests  a  review.  Although  a  good  start,  there  are  several 
shortcomings  with  current  policy. 

First,  requiring  the  non-AFDC  custodial  parent,  usually  the  mother,  to  initiate  review  places  a  heavy 
burden  on  the  mother  to  raise  what  is  often  a  controversial  and  adversarial  issue.  Research  indicates 
that  a  significant  proportion  of  mothers  would  rather  not  "rock  the  boat*  by  initiating  a  review,  even 
though  it  could  result  in  a  higher  amount  of  child  support.  In  order  to  eliminate  this  burden  on  the 
non-AFDC  custodial  parent  and  this  inequitable  treatment  of  AFDC  and  non-AFDC  cases,  child 
support  awards  of  non-AFDC  children  should  be  subjea  to  automatic  review  and  updating  just  as 
current  law  now  provides  for  AFDC  children. 
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Second,  current  review  and  modification  procedures  are  extremely  labor  intensive,  time-consuming, 
and  cumbersome  to  implement.  This  problem  is  particularly  pronounced  in,  although  not  limited  to. 
States  with  court-based  systems.  Improvements  in  automated  systems  will  help  diminish  some  of  the 
time  delays  and  tracking  problems  currently  associated  with  review  and  modification  efforts. 
However,  a  simplified  administrative  process  for  updating  awards  is  also  needed  for  States  to  handle 
the  volume  of  cases  involved  in  a  more  efficient  and  speedier  manner. 

(1)  States  shall  have  and  use  laws  that  require  the  review  of  all  child  support  orders  included  in 
the  State  Central  Registry  once  every  three  years.  The  review  may  consist  of  an  exchange  of 
financial  information  through  the  State  Central  Registry.  The  State  shall  provide  that  a 
change  in  the  support  amount  resulting  from  the  application  of  guidelines  since  the  entry  of 
the  last  order  is  sufficient  reason  for  modification  of  a  child  support  obligation  wthout  the 
necessity  of  showing  any  other  change  in  circumstances.  (States  may,  at  their  option, 
establish  a  threshold  amount  not  to  exceed  10  percent  since  entry  of  the  last  order.)  States 
shall  adjust  each  order  in  accordance  with  the  guidelines  unless  both  parents  decline  the 
adjustment  in  a  writing  filed  with  the  State  Central  Registry. 

(2)  States  may  set  a  minimum  time-frame  that  runs  from  the  date  of  the  last  adjustment  that  bars  a 
subsequent  review  before  a  certain  period  of  time  elapses,  absent  other  changed 
circumstances.  Individuals  may  request  modifications  more  often  than  once  ever^  three  years 
if  either  parent's  income  changes  by  more  than  20  percent. 

(3)  States  are  not  precluded  fi-om  conducting  the  process  at  the  local  or  county  level.  Telephonic 
hearings  and  video  conferencing  are  encouraged. 

(4)  To  ensure  that  all  reviews  can  be  conducted  within  the  specified  time-frame.  States  must  have 
and  use  laws  which: 

(a)  provide  the  child  support  agency  through  the  State  Central  Registry  administrative 
power  to  modify  all  child  support  orders  and  medical  support  orders,  including  those 
orders  entered  by  a  court  (unless  the  State  is  exempted  under  seaion  466(d)  of  the 
Social  Security  Act): 

(b)  provide  full  faith  and  credit  for  all  val'ui  orders  of  support  modified  through  an 
administrative  process; 

(c)  require  the  child  support  agency  to  automate  the  review  and  modification  process  to 
the  extent  possible; 

(d)  ensure  that  interstate  modification  cases  follow  UIFSA  and  any  amending  Federal 
jurisdictional  legislation  for  determining  which  State  has  jurisdiction  to  modify  an 
order; 

(e)  ensure  that  downward  modifications  as  well  as  upward  modifications  must  be  made  in 
all  cases  if  a  review  indicates  a  modification  is  warranted; 

(f)  simplify  notice  and  due  process  procedures  for  modifications  in  order  to  expedite  the 
processing  of  modifications  (Federal  statutory  changes  also); 

(g)  provide  administrative  subpoena  power  for  all  relevant  income  information;  and 
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(h)        provide  default  standards  for  non-responding  parents. 

(5)        The  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services  and  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  conduct 
a  study  to  determine  if  IRS  income  data  can  be  used  to  facilitate  the  modification  process. 

Distribution  of  Child  Support  Payments 

Priority  of  Child  Support  Distribution 

Families  are  often  not  given  first  priority  under  current  diild  support  distribution  policies.  The 
proposal  will  make  such  policies  more  responsive  to  the  needs  of  femilies  by  reordering  child  support 
distribution  priorities,  giving  States  the  option  to  pay  current  child  support  directly  to  families  who 
are  recipients  and  reordering  Federal  income  tax  offset  priorities. 

When  a  family  applies  for  AFDC,  an  assignment  of  support  rights  is  made  to  the  Sute  by  the 
custodial  parent.  Qiild  support  paid  (above  the  first  $50  of  current  support)  is  retained  by  the  Sute 
to  reimburse  itself  and  the  Federal  government  for  AFDC  benefits  expended  on  behalf  of  that  timily. 
When  someone  goes  off  public  assistance,  payments  for  support  obligations  above  payment  of  current 
support  (i.e.,  arrearages)  may  be  made  to  satisfy  amounts  owed  the  State  and  ±t-fasnAy.  States 
currently  have  discretion  to  either  pay  these  child  support  arrearages  first  to  the  former  AFDC  family 
or  to  use  such  arrearage  payments  to  recover  for  past  unreimbursed  AFDC  assistance.  Only  about  19 
States  have  chosen  to  pay  the  family  arrearages  first  for  missed  payments  after  the  family  stops 
receiving  AFDC  benefits. 

The  proposed  change  will  require  all  States  to  pay  arrearages  due  to  the  family  before  reimbursing 
any  unreimbursed  public  assistance  owed  to  the  State.  Such  a  change  will  strengthen  a  fomllies  post- 
AFDC  self-sufficiency.  Families  often  remain  economically  vulnerable  for  a  substantial  amount  of 
time  after  leaving  AFDC;  about  40  percent  of  those  who  leave  return  within  a  year  and  another  60 
percent  return  within  two  years.  Ensuring  that  all  support  due  to  the  family  during  this  critical 
transition  period  is  paid  to  the  family  can  mean  the  difference  between  self-sufficiency  or  a  return  to 
welfare. 

States  that  have  already  voluntarily  implemented  this  policy  believe  that  such  a  policy  is  more  fair  to 
the  custodial  family  who  now  depends  on  payment  of  support  to  help  meet  its  living  expenses.  Sutes 
have  also  found  it  difficult  to  explain  to  custodial  and  non-custodial  parents  why  support  paid  when  a 
^mily  has  left  welfare  should  go  to  reimburse  the  Sute  arrearages  first  before  arrearages  owed  the 
family  are  paid.  If  child  support  is  about  ensuring  the  well-being  of  children,  then  the  children's 
economic  needs  shculd  be  taken  care  of  before  Sute  debt  repayment. 

Public  policy  also  ought  to  promote  the  esUblishment  of  two-parent  families.  Having  two  parents 
living  together  within  marriage  provides  children  with  more  emotional  and  financial  support  than 
having  two  parents  living  apart.  Under  current  law,  child  support  arrears  are  not  dischargeable  even 
if  the  parents  marry  or  reconcile.  In  these  circumstances,  the  family  must  pay  back  itself,  or  the 
State,  if  the  family  was  on  AFDC.  For  families  with  no  AFDC  arrearages,  such  payments  are 
illogical  and  inefficient;  a  check  must  be  written  by  the  family,  sent  to  the  IV-D  agency,  credited 
against  the  arrearage  amount,  and  re-issued  by  the  Sute  back  to  the  family.  For  families  with  AFDC 
arrearages,  such  payments  are  not  re-issued  to  the  family,  but  are  be  used  to  reduce  the  Sute  and 
Federal  debt.  This  can  make  low  income  families  even  poorer.  Under  the  proposal,  families  who 
unite  or  reunite  in  marriage  can  have  their  arrearages  suspended  or  forgiven  if  the  family  income  is 


118 


258 


less  than  twice  the  Federal  poverty  guideline.   Protections  will  be  included  to  ensure  that  marriage  (or 
remarriage)  is  not  undertaken  for  the  sole  purpose  of  eliminating  child  support  arrearages. 

(J)  Stales  shall  distribute  payments  of  all  child  support  colleaed  in  cases  in  which  the  obligee  is 
not  receiving  AFDC.  including  moneys  colleaed  through  a  tax  refimd  offset,  in  the  following 
priority: 

(a)  to  a  current  month 's  child  support  obligation: 

(b)  to  debts  owed  the  family  (non-AFDC  obligations);  if  any  rights  to  child  support  were 
assigned  to  the  State,  then  all  arrearages  that  accrued  after  or  before  the  child 
received  AFDC  shall  be  distributed  to  the  family; 

(c)  subject  to  (2),  to  the  State  making  the  collection  for  any  AFDC  debts  incurred  under 
the  assignment  of  rights  provision  of  Title  IV-A  of  the  Social  Security  Aa; 

(d)  subjea  to  (2),  to  other  States  for  AFDC  debts  ftn  the  order  in  which  they  accrued): 
the  collecting  State  must  continue  to  enforce  the  order  until  all  such  debts  are  satisfied 
and  to  transmit  the  collections  and  identifying  information  to  the  other  State; 

(2)  If  the  noncustodial  and  custodial  parents  unite  or  reunite  in  a  legitimate  marriage  (not  a  sham 
marriage),  the  State  must  suspend  or  forgive  colleaion  of  arrearages  owed  to  the  State  if  the 
reunited  family's  joint  income  is  less  than  twice  the  Federal  poverty  guideline. 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  promulgate  regulations  that  provide  for  a  uniform  method  of 
allocation/proration  of  child  support  when  the  obligor  owes  support  to  more  than  one  family. 
All  States  must  use  the  standard  allocation  formula. 

(4)  Assignment  of  support  provisions  shall  be  consistent  with  (1)  above. 


Treatment  of  Child  Support  for  AFDC  Families  -  State  Option 

With  the  exception  of  the  $50  pass-through.  States  may  not  pay  current  child  support  directly  to 
families  who  are  AFDC  recipients.  Instead  child  support  payments  are  paid  to  the  State  and  are  used 
to  reimburse  the  State  for  AFDC  benefit  payments.  Many  States  have  found  that  both  AFDC 
recipients  and  noncustodial  parents  misunderstand  and  resent  child  support  being  used  for  State  debt 
collection.  Under  waiver  authority,  Georgia  has  undertaken  a  demonstration  to  pay  child  support 
directly  to  the  AFDC  family  and  a  number  of  other  States  have  expressed  interest  in  this  approach. 
The  proposal  will  allow  States  the  option  to  pay  child  support  directly  to  the  AFDC  family,  thereby 
allowing  States  to  choose  the  distribution  policy  that  will  work  best  in  their  state.  The  AFDC  benefit 
amount  is  reduced  in  accordance  with  State  policy  to  account  for  the  additional  family  income.  This 
policy  change  makes  child  support  part  of  a  family's  primary  income  and  places  AFDC  income  as  a 
secondary  source  of  support. 

(1)  At  State  option.  States  may  provide  that  all  current  child  support  payments  made  on  behalf  of 
any  family  receiving  AFDC  must  be  paid  directly  to  the  family  (counting  the  child  support 
payments  as  income). 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  promulgate  regulations  to  ensure  that  States  choosing  this  option  have 
available  an  AFDC  budgeting  system  that  minimizes  irregular  monthly  payments  to  recipients. 
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III.  COLLECT  AWARDS  THAT  ARE  OWED 

Overview 

Currently,  enforcement  of  support  cases  is  too  often  handled  on  a  complaint-driven  basis  with  the  IV- 
D  agency  only  taking  enforcement  action  when  the  custodial  parent  pressures  the  agency  to  take 
action.  Many  enforcement  steps  require  court  intervention,  even  when  the  case  is  a  routine  one,  and 
even  routine  enforcement  measures  often  require  individual  case  processing  rather  than  relying  upon 
automation  and  mass  case  processing. 

Under  the  proposal,  all  States  will  maintain  a  central  State  registry  and  centralized  collection  and 
disbursement  capability  through  a  central  payment  center.  State  stafiT  will  monitor  support  payments 
to  ensure  that  the  support  is  being  paid  and  will  be  able  to  impose  certain  administrative  enforcement 
remedies  at  the  Sute  level.  Thus,  routine  enforcement  actions  that  can  be  bandied  on  a  mass  or 
group  basis  will  be  imposed  through  the  central  Sute  ofTice  using  computers  and  automation.  States 
may,  at  their  option,  use  local  offices  for  cases  that  require  local  enforcement  actions.  State  staff  thus 
will  supplement,  but  not  necessarily  replace,  local  staff. 

The  Federal  role  will  be  expanded  to  ensure  efficient  location  and  enforcement,  particularly  in 
interstate  cases.  In  order  to  coordinate  activity  at  the  Federal  level,  a  Nationaht!hild  Support 
Enforcement  Clearinghouse  (NC)  will  be  established  to  help  track  parents  across  State  lines.  The 
National  Clearinghouse  includes  a  national  child  support  registry,  the  expanded  FPLS  and  a  national 
directory  of  new  hires.  The  National  Clearinghouse  will  serve  as  the  hub  for  transmitting  information 
between  States,  employers,  and  Federal  and  Sute  dau  bases.  Intersute  processing  of  cases  will  be 
made  easier  through  the  adoption  of  uniform  laws  for  handling  these  types  of  cases. 

The  proposal  includes  a  number  of  child  support  enforcement  tools-tools  that  have  been  proven 
effective  in  the  best  performing  Sutes.  Finally,  changes  in  the  funding  and  incentive  structure  of  the 
IV-D  program  and  changes  designed  to  improve  program  management  and  accounubility  are 
proposed. 

STATE  ROLE 

Central  State  Registry 

Currently,  child  support  orders  and  records  are  often  scattered  through  various  branches  and  levels  of 
government.  This  fragmentation  makes  it  impossible  to  enforce  orders  on  an  efficient  and  organized 
basis.  Also,  the  ability  to  mainuin  accurate  records  that  can  be  centrally  accessed  is  critical.  Under 
the  proposal,  Sutes  will  be  required  to  esublish  a  Central  Sute  Registry  for  all  child  support  orders 
established  or  registered  in  that  Sute.  The  registry  will  maintain  current  records  of  all  the  support 
orders  and  work  in  coordination  with  the  Central  Payment  Center  for  the  collection  and  distribution  of 
child  support  payments.  This  will  vastly  simplify  withholding  for  employers.  The  creation  of  central 
State  registries  was  one  of  the  major  recommendations  of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Intersute  Child 
Support  and  is  a  concept  supported  by  virtually  all  child  support  professionals  and  advocacy  groups. 

(1)  As  a  condition  of  receipt  of  Federal  Junding  for  the  child  support  enforcement  program,  each 
State  must  establish  an  automated  central  State  registry  of  child  support  orders. 

(2)  The  registry  must  maintain  a  current  record  of  the  following: 

(a)        all  present  IV-D  orders  established,  modified  or  enforced  in  the  State; 
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(b)  alt  new  and  modified  orders  of  child  support  (TV-D  and  non-FV-D)  established  by  or 
under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  State,  after  the  effective  date  of  this  provision;  and 

(c)  at  either  parent 's  request,  existing  child  support  cases  not  included  in  the  IV-D  system 
on  the  effeaive  date  of  the  registry. 

(3)        The  State,  in  operating  the  child  support  registry,  must: 

(a)  maintain  and  update  the  registry  at  all  times; 

(b)  meet  specified  time-frames  for  submission  of  local  court  or  administrative  orders  to  the 
registry,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary; 

(c)  receive  out-of-State  orders  to  be  registered  for  enforcement  and/or  modification; 

(d)  record  the  amount  of  support  ordered  and  the  record  of  payment  for  each  case  that  is 
colleaed  and  disbursed  through  the  central  payment  center; 

(e)  conform  to  a  standardized  support  abstraa  format,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary,  for 
the  extraaion  of  case  information  to  the  National  Registry  and  for  matches  against 
other  data  bases  on  a  regular  basis;  ~" 

(f)  program  the  statewide  automated  system  to  extraa  updates  automatically  of  all  case 
records  included  in  the  registry; 

(g)  provide  a  central  point  of  access  to  the  Federal  new-hire  reporting  direaory  and  other 
Federal  data  bases,  statewide  data  bases,  and  interstate  case  aaivity; 

(h)  routinely  match  against  other  State  data  bases  to  which  the  child  support  agency  has 
access; 

CO  use  a  uniform  identification  number,  preferably  the  Social  Security  Number,  for  all 
individuals  or  cases  as  determined  by  the  Secretary; 

0)  maintain  procedures  to  ensure  that  new  arrearages  do  not  accrue  after  the  child  for 
whom  support  is  ordered  is  no  longer  eligible  for  support  or  the  order  becomes  invalid 
(e.g.,  triggering  notices  to  parents  if  order  does  not  terminate  by  its  own  terms  or  by 
operation  of  law); 

(k)  use  technology  and  automated  procedures  in  operating  the  registry  wherever  feasible 
and  cost-effective; 

(I)         ensure  that  the  interest  or  late  payment  fees  charged  can  be  automatically  calculated; 

(m)  ensure  that  the  registry  has  access  to  vital  statistics  or  other  information  necessary  to 
determine  the  new  paternity  performance  measure.  Of  automated  elsewhere,  access  to 
these  other  data  bases  should  be  automated  as  well);  and 

(n)  ensure  that  the  system  is  capable  of  producing  a  payment  history  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary. 
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Option  for  Integrated  State  Registry 

(4)  States  may,  at  their  option,  maintain  a  unified,  integrated  registry  by  conneaing  local 
registries  through  computer  linkage.  (Local  registries  must  be  able  to  be  integrated  at  a  cost 
which  does  not  exceed  the  cost  of  a  new  single  central  registry.)  Under  this  option,  however, 
the  State  and  State  staff  must  still  perform  all  of  the  activities  described  herein  for  central 
registries  and  must  maintain  a  State  Central  Payment  Center  for  colleaion  and  disbursement 
of  payments. 


Automated  Mass  Case  Processing  and  Administrative  Enforcement  Remedies 

In  most  Sutes,  routine  enforcement  actions,  wtiich  are  necessary  in  thousands  or  tens  of  thousands  of 
cases,  are  still  handled  on  an  individual  case  basis.  Often  these  actions  require  court  involvement  in 
each  individual  case  or,  at  the  very  least,  initiation  of  the  routine  action  at  the  local  level.  Such  a 
process  by  its  nature  is  slow  and  cumbersome,  causing  many  cases  to  simply  never  receive  the 
attention  they  deserve.  A  few  Sutes,  such  as  Massachusetts,  are  handling  routine  enforcement  actions 
by  using  mass  case  processing  techniques  and  imposing  administrative  enforcement  remedies  through 
centralized  case  handling.  Computer  systems  routinely  match  child  support  files  of  delinquent 
obligors  against  other  data  bases,  such  as  wage  rq>orting  data  and  bank  account  data,  and  when  a 
match  is  found  can  take  enforcement  action  automatically  without  human  intervention.  The  system 
automatically  notifies  the  obligors  of  the  aaions  being  taken  and  offers  an  appeal  process.  The  vast 
majority  of  obligors  do  not  appeal,  so  the  case  proceeds  routinely  and  the  support  is  obtained  and  sent 
to  the  families  due  support. 

The  use  of  such  mass  case  processing  techniques  and  administrative  remedies  has  significantly 
reduced  the  number  of  cases  where  the  IV-D  agency  has  to  resort  to  contempt  or  other  judicial 
measures.  This  also  frees  up  staff  to  work  paternity  cases  or  other  more  labor  intensive  enforcement 
measures.  The  proposal  requires  all  Sutes  to  develop  the  capacity  to  handle  cases  using  mass  case 
processing  and  the  administrative  enforcement  remedies. 

(1)  As  a  condition  of  State  plan  approval,  the  State  must  have  sufficient  State  staff.  State  authority 
and  automated  procedures  to  monitor  cases  and  impose  those  enforcement  measures  that  can 
be  handled  on  a  mass  or  group  basis  using  computer  automation  technology.  'State  staff"  are 
staff  that  are  employed  by  and  directly  accomuable  to  the  State  IV-D  agency  (private 
contraaors  are  allowed).  (Where  States  have  local  staff,  this  supplements,  but  does  not 
necessarily  replace,  local  staff.   Therefore,  local  staff  are  still  provided  vA\ere  necessary.) 

Specifically  the  State  shall: 

(2)  monitor  all  cases  vAthin  the  registry  on  a  regular  basis,  determining  on  at  least  a  monthly 
basis  whether  the  child  support  payment  has  been  made; 

(3)  maintain  automation  capability  whereby  a  disruption  in  payments  triggers  automatic 
enforcement  mechanisms; 

(4)  administratively  impose  the  following  enforcement  measures  without  need  for  a  separate  court 
order: 
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(a)  order  wages  to  be  withheld  automatically  for  the  purposes  of  satisfying  child  support 
obligations,  and  direa  wage  withholding  orders  to  employers  immediately  upon 
notification  by  the  national  direaory  of  new  hires; 

(b)  attach  financial  institution  accounts  (post-judgment  seizures)  without  the  need  for  a 
separate  court  order  for  the  attachment;  fStates  can,  at  their  option,  fi-eeze  accounts 
and  if  no  challenge  to  the  freeze  of  funds  is  made,  turn  over  the  part  of  the  account 
subjea  to  the  freeze  up  to  the  amount  of  the  child  support  debt  to  the  person  or  State 
seeking  the  execution); 

(c)  intercept  certain  lump-sum  monies  such  as  lottery  winnings  and  settlements  to  be 
turned  over  to  the  State  to  satisfy  pending  arrearages; 

(d)  attach  public  and  private  retirement  funds  in  appropriate  cases,  as  determined  by  the 
Secretary; 

fe)  attach  unemployment  compensation,  workman 's  compensation  and  other  State  benefits; 

ff)  increase  payments  to  cover  arrearages; 
(g)        intercept  State  tax  refunds;  and 

(h)        submit  cases  for  Federal  tax  offset. 

(5)  In  all  cases,  appropriate  notice  and  due  process  as  determined  by  the  State  must  be  followed 
but  State  laws  and  procedures  must  recognize  that  child  support  arrears  are  currently  treated 
as  judgments  by  operation  of  law  and  reducing  amounts  to  money  judgments  is  not  a 
prerequisite  to  any  enforcement. 

Centralized  Collection  and  Disbursement  Through  a  State  Central  Payment  Center 

Under  current  law,  payments  of  support  by  noncustodial  parents  or  by  employers  on  behalf  of 
noncustodial  parents  are  made  to  a  wide  variety  of  different  agencies,  institutions  and  individuals.  As 
wage  withholding  becomes  a  requirement  for  a  larger  and  larger  segment  of  the  noncustodial 
population,  the  need  for  one,  central  location  to  collect  and  disburse  payments  in  a  timely  manner  has 
grown.  States  vary  regarding  how  the  child  support  payments  are  routed.  In  some  States,  locally 
distributed  child  support  payments  stay  at  the  local  level,  with  the  remainder  going  to  the  State  for 
distribution.  In  other  States,  all  the  money  is  transmitted  to  the  State  and  is  then  distributed  to  either 
the  family  or  to  the  governmental  entity  receiving  AFDC  reimbursement.  A  few  States  are  beginning 
to  collect  and  distribute  child  support  payments  at  the  State  level. 

Colleaion  and  distribution  practices  vary  in  non-IV-D  cases  as  well.  Some  States  route  the  money 
through  local  clerks  or  courts.  In  other  Sutes  the  non-IV-D  child  support  payments  flow  entirely 
outside  of  government,  from  the  obligor  or  his  or  her  employer  directly  to  the  custodial  parent. 

Under  the  proposal,  payments  made  in  all  cases  entered  in  the  central  registry  are  processed  through  a 
Central  Payment  Center,  run  by  the  State  government  as  pan  of  the  Central  Registry  or  contracted  to 
a  private  vendor.  (Parents  may  opt  out  of  payment  through  the  State  Central  Payment  Center  under 
certain  conditions;  see  p.  29  for  further  detail.)  This  eases  the  burden  on  employers  by  allowing 
them  to  send  withholdings  to  one  location  within  the  State  instead  of  to  several  county  clerks  or 
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agencies.  In  addition,  distribution  and  disbursement  is  accomplished  based  on  economies  of  scale, 
allowing  for  the  purchase  of  more  sophisticated  processing  equipment  than  many  counties  could 
individually  purchase,  ensuring  speedy  disbursement  and  central  accountability  in  intercounty  cases. 
State  governments  will  be  able  to  credit  their  AFDC  reimbursement  accounts  quickly  aud  parents  who 
opt  for  direct  deposit  could  have  their  share  of  the  support  almost  immediately  deposited. 


(1)        Through  afiilly  automated  process,  the  State  Central  Payment  Center  must: 

(a)  serve  as  the  Slate  payment  center  for  all  employers  remitting  child  support  withheld 
from  wages;  and 

(b)  serve  as  the  State  payment  center  for  all  non-wage  withholding  payments  through  the 
use  of  payment  coupons  or  stubs  or  elearonic  means,  unless  the  parties  meet  specified 
opt-out  requirements.  States,  at  their  option,  may  allow  cash  payments  at  local  offices 
or  financial  institutions  only  \f  the  payments  are  remitted  to  the  State  Central  Payment 
Center  for  payment  processing  by  elearonic  funds  transfer  within  24  hours  of  receipt. 


(2)        In  fulfilling  these  obligations,  the  State  Central  Payment  Center  must: 

(a)  accept  all  payments  through  any  means  of  transfer  determined  acceptable  by  the  State 
including  the  use  of  credit  card  payments  and  Elearonic  Funds  Transfer  (EFT) 
systems: 

(b)  generate  bills  which  provide  for  accurate  payment  identification,  such  as  return  stubs 
or  coupons,  for  cases  not  covered  under  wage  withholding: 

(c)  identify  all  payments  made  to  the  State  Central  Payment  Center  and  match  the 
payment  to  the  correa  child  support  case  record: 

(d)  disburse  all  colleaions  in  accordance  with  priorities  as  set  forth  under  the  proposal: 

(e)  disburse  the  child  support  payments  to  the  custodial  parents  through  a  transmission 
process  acceptable  to  the  Slate,  including  direa  deposit  if  the  custodial  parent 
requests: 

(f)  provide  that  each  child  support  payment  made  by  the  noncustodial  parent  is  processed 
and  sent  to  the  custodial  parent  promptly  at  the  time  it  is  received  (exceptions  by 
regulation  for  unidentified  payments): 

(g)  maintain  records  of  iransaaions  and  the  status  of  all  accounts  including  arrears,  and 
monitor  all  payments  of  support: 

(h)  develop  automatic  monitoring  procedures  for  all  cases  where  a  disruption  in  payments 
triggers  automatic  enforcement  mechanisms: 

CO  accept  and  transmit  interstate  colleaions  to  other  States  using  elearonic  funds  transfer 
(EFT)  technology:  and 
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(3)  In  order  to  facilitate  the  quick  processing  and  disbursement  of  payments  to  custodial  parents, 
Stales  are  encouraged  to  use  Elearonic  Funds  Transfer  (EFT)  systems  wherever  possible. 

(4)  States  must  also  be  able  to  provide  parents  up-to-date  information  on  current  payment 
records,  arrearages,  and  general  information  on  child  support  services  available.  Use  of 
automated  Voice  Response  Units  (VRU)  to  respond  to  client  needs  and  questions,  the  use  of 
high-speed  check-processing  equipment,  the  use  of  high-performance,  fully-automated  mail 
and  postal  procedures  and  fully  automated  billing  and  statement  processing  are  encouraged; 
the  Federal  Office  of  Child  Support  Enforcement  (OCSE)  will  facilitate  private  businesses  in 
providing  such  technical  assistance  to  the  States. 

(5)  States  may  form  regional  cooperative  agreements  to  provide  the  colleaion  and  disbursement 
function  for  two  or  more  States  through  one  'drop  box '  location  with  computer  linkage  to  the 
individual  State  registries. 

(6)  States  must  enact  procedures  providing  that  in  child  support  cases,  a  change  in  payee  may  not 
require  a  court  hearing  or  order  to  take  effect  and  may  be  done  administratively,  with  notice 
to  both  parries. 


Eligibility  for  IV-D  Enrorcement  Services 

Under  the  existing  system,  child  support  services  are  provided  automatically  to  recipients  of  AFDC, 
Medicaid  and,  in  some  cases,  Foster  Care  Assistance.  Other  single  parent  families,  however,  must 
seek  services  on  their  own  by  making  a  written  application  to  the  IV-D  agency.  Further,  they  must 
pay  an  application  fee  unless  the  State  elects  to  pay  the  fee  for  them.  Women  may  be  intimidated 
from  initiating  a  request  for  services  and  many  States  view  the  written  application  requirement  as  an 
unnecessary  bureaucratic  step. 

To  foster  an  environment  where  routine  payment  of  child  support  is  inescapable  without  placing  the 
burden  on  the  custodial  parent  to  take  action,  all  cases  included  in  the  central  registry  (that  is,  all 
families  with  new  and  modified  orders  for  support,  all  families  currently  receiving  IV-D  services  and 
any  other  family  desiring  inclusion  in  the  registry)  will  receive  child  support  enforcement  services 
automatically,  without  the  need  for  application.  However,  in  situations  where  compliance  with  the 
order  is  not  an  issue,  parents  can  opt  to  be  excluded  from  payment  through  the  central  payment 
center.  This  essentially  carries  forward  the  flexibility  provided  under  existing  immediate  wage 
withholding  requirements. 

(1)  All  cases  included  in  the  State 's  central  registry  shall  receive  child  support  services  without 
regard  to  whether  the  parent  signs  an  application  for  services.  Current  child  support  cases 
not  covered  through  the  IV-D  system  at  the  time  of  enactment  could  also  request  services 
through  the  State  child  support  agency. 

(2)  Under  no  circumstances  may  a  State  deny  any  person  access  to  State  child  support  services 
based  solely  on  the  person 's  nonresidency  in  that  State  or  require  the  payment  of  any  fees  by 
a  parent  for  inclusion  in  the  central  registry. 
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(3)  No  fees  or  costs  may  be  imposed  on  any  custodial  or  noncustodial  parent  or  other  individual 
for  application  for  IV-D  child  support  services;  no  fees  or  costs  may  be  imposed  on  any 
custodial  parent  for  any  child  support  enforcement  services,  including  collections,  provided  by 
the  IV-D  child  support  agency.  (Non<usiodial  parents  may  be  charged  fees  or  costs  except 
where  prohibited  herein.) 


Opportunity  to  Opt-Out 

(4)  Parents  with  child  support  orders  included  in  the  central  registry  can  choose  to  opt-out  of 
payment  through  the  central  payment  center  if  they  are  not  otherwise  subject  to  a  wage 
withholding  order  (current  provisions  for  exceptions  to  wage  withholding  are  preserved). 

(5)  Parents  who  opt-out  must  file  a  separate  written  form  with  the  agency  signed  by  both  parties, 
indicating  that  both  individuals  agree  with  the  arrangement. 

(6)  If  the  parents  choose  to  opt-out  of  wage  withholding  and  payment  through  the  central  payment 
center,  the  noncustodial  parent  fails  to  pay  support,  and  the  custodial  parent  notifies  the 
agency  for  enforcement  aaion,  compliance  will  be  monitored  by  the  State  thereafter. 


FEDERAL  ROLE 

National  Clearinghouse  (NC) 

The  National  Clearinghouse  will  consist  of  four  components,  three  of  which  have  direct  bearing  on 
improving  child  support  enforcement:  the  National  Child  Support  Registry,  the  expanded  FPLS,  and 
the  National  Directory  of  New  Hires.  (The  National  Transitional  Assistance  Registry  is  not  discussed 
in  this  section.)  The  National  Clearinghouse  shall  operate  under  the  direction  of  the  Secretary  of 
Health  and  Human  Services. 


National  Child  Support  Registry 

The  Family  Support  Act  of  1988  mandated  the  implementation  and  operation  of  a  comprehensive, 
statewide,  automated  child  support  enforcement  system  in  every  State  by  October  1,  1995.  Statewide 
automation  will  help  correct  some  of  the  deficiencies  associated  with  organizational  fragmentation  as 
well  as  alleviate  another  problem  -  ineffective  case  management.  For  interstate  case  processing,  the 
Child  Support  Enforcement  Network  (CSENet),  currently  being  implemented,  is  designed  to  link 
together  statewide,  automated  systems  for  the  purpose  of  exchanging  interstate  case  dau  among 
States.  While  all  States  will  eventually  be  linked  through  CSENet,  no  national  directory  or  registry  of 
all  child  support  cases  currently  exists.  A  national  registry  in  combination  with  statewide  automated 
systems  has  the  potential  to  greatly  improve  enforcement  nationally,  through  improved  locate  and 
wage  withholding,  and  to  also  improve  interstate  case  processing. 

Under  the  proposal,  a  National  Child  Support  Registry  will  be  operated  by  the  Federal  government  to 
maintain  an  up-to-date  record  of  all  child  support  cases  and  to  match  these  cases  against  other 
databases  for  location  and  enforcement  purposes.  The  primary  function  of  the  Registry  is  to  expedite 
matches  with  other  major  databases. 
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(1)  The  Federal  government  will  establish  a  National  Quid  Support  Registry  that  maintains  a 
current  record  of  all  child  support  cases  based  on  an  extraa  of  information  from  each  State's 
Central  Registry.   The  National  Registry  will: 

(a)  contain  minimtd  information  on  every  child  support  case  from  each  State:  the  name 
and  Social  Security  Number  of  the  noncustodial  parent  (or  putative  father)  and  the 
case  identification  number; 

(b)  interface  Mdth  State  Central  Registries  for  the  automatic  transndssion  of  case  updates; 

(c)  match  the  data  against  other  Federal  data  bases; 

(d)  point  all  matches  back  to  the  relevant  State  in  a  timely  manner;  and 

(e)  interface  and  match  with  National  Direaory  of  New  Hires. 

(2)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  the  networking  system,  after  considering  the  feasibility  and  cost, 
which  may  be  any  of  the  following: 

(a)  building  upon  the  existing  CSENet  interstate  network  system;  — - 

(b)  replacing  the  existing  CSENet; 

(c)  integrating  with  the  current  SSA  system;  or 

(d)  integrating  with  the  proposed  Health  Security  Administration 's  network  and  data  base. 


(3)  An  amount  equal  to  two  (2)  percent  of  the  Federal  share  of  child  support  colleaions  made  on 
behalf  of  AFDC  families  in  the  previous  year  shall  be  authorized  in  each  fiscal  year  to  fund 
the  National  Clearinghouse. 


National  Directory  of  New  Hires 

A  National  Directory  of  New  Hires,  operated  by  the  Federal  government,  will  be  created  to  maintain 
an  up-to-date  data  base  of  all  new  employees  for  purposes  of  determining  child  support  responsibility. 
Information  will  come  from  transmission  of  the  W-4  form,  which  is  already  routinely  completed  or 
through  some  other  mechanism  as  the  employer  chooses.  Information  from  the  data  base  will  be 
matched  regularly  against  the  National  Registry  to  identify  obligors  for  automatic  income  withholding 
and  the  appropriate  Sute  will  be  notified  of  the  match.  This  national  direaory  will  provide  a 
standardized  process  for  all  employers  and  interstate  cases  will  be  processed  as  quickly  as  intraSute 


Currently,  information  about  employees  and  their  income  is  reported  to  State  Employment  Security 
Agencies  on  a  quarterly  basis.  Tliis  data  is  an  excellent  source  of  information  for  implementing  wage 
withholding  as  well  as  for  locating  the  noncustodial  parent  to  establish  an  order.  A  major  drawback, 
however,  is  that  this  dau  is  approximately  three-  to  six-months  old  before  the  child  support  agency 
has  access  to  it.  A  significant  number  of  obligors  delinquent  in  their  child  support  change  jobs 
frequently  or  work  in  seasonal  or  cyclical  industries.  Therefore,  it  is  difficult  to  enforce  child  support 
through  wage  withholding  for  these  individuals.     At  least  ten  States  have  passed  legislation  and 
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implemented  a  process  requiring  employers  to  report  information  on  new  employees  soon  after  hiring. 
Several  others  have  introduced  legislation  for  employer  reporting. 

The  problem  with  continuing  on  the  current  path  is  that  each  State  is  taking  a  slightly  different 
approach  concerning  who  must  report,  what  must  be  reported,  and  the  frequency  of  reporting,  etc. 
Also,  while  improving  intrastate  wage  withholding,  this  approach  does  little  to  improve  interstate 
enforcement.  The  time  has  come  for  more  standardization  as  well  as  expansion  through  a  national 
system  for  reporting  new  hire  information.  Many  employers  and  the  associations  which  represent 
them,  such  as  the  American  Society  for  Payroll  Management,  are  calling  for  a  centralized, 
standardized  single  reporting  system  for  new  hire  reporting  to  minimize  the  burden  on  the  employer 
community.  A  National  Directory  of  New  Hires  will  significantly  reduce  the  burden  on  employers, 
especially  multi-State  employers,  as  well  as  increase  the  effectiveness  for  interstate  wage  withholding. 


(1)  The  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human  Services  shall  operate  a  new  National  Directory  of  New 
Hires  which  maintains  a  current  data  base  of  all  new  employees  in  the  United  States  as  they 
are  hired. 

(2)  All  employers  are  required  to  report  information  based  on  every  new  employee 's  W-4  form 
(which  is  already  routinely  completed)  within  10  days  of  hire  to  the  National  Dtfeaory: 

(a)  employers  may  mail  or  fax  a  copy  of  the  W-4  or  use  a  variety  of  other  filing  methods 
to  accommodate  their  needs  and  limitations,  including  the  use  of  POS  devices,  touch 
tone  telephones,  electronic  transmissions  via  personal  computer,  tape  transfers,  or 
mainframe  to  mainframe  transmissions; 

(b)  information  submitted  must  include:  the  employee's  name.  Social  Security  Number, 
date  of  birth,  and  the  employer's  identification  number  (EIN); 

(3)  employers  will  face  fines  or  civil  penalties  if  they  intentionally  fail  to:  comply  with  the 
reporting  requirements;  withhold  child  support  as  required;  or  disburse  it  to  the  payee  of 
record  within  five  calendar  days  of  the  date  of  the  payroll. 

(4)  The  National  Directory  of  New  Hires  shall: 

(a)        match  the  data  base  against  several  national  data  bases  on  a  periodic  basis  including: 

ft)  the  Social  Security  Administration's  Employer  Verification  System  (EVS)  to 
verify  that  the  social  security  number  given  by  the  employee  is  correct  and  to 
correct  any  transpositions; 

fti)  the  National  Child  Support  Registry  (matching  to  occur  at  least  every  48 
hours);  and 

flii)       the  Federal  Parent  Locate  Service  (FPLS); 

(all  cases  submitted  to  the  National  Child  Support  Registry  and  other  locate  requests 
submitted  by  the  States  shall  be  periodically  cross-matched  against  the  National 
Directory  of  New  Hires); 


(b)  notify  the  State  Registry  of  any  new  matches  within  48  hours  including  the  Individual's 
place  of  employment  so  that  States  can  Initiate  wage  withholding  for  cases  where 
wages  are  not  being  withheld  currently  or  take  appropriate  enforcement  aaion;  and 

(c)  retain  data  for  a  designated  time  period,  to  be  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

(5)  The  State  Employment  Security  Agencies  (SESAs)  shall  submit  extracts  of  their  quanerty  wage 
reporting  data  to  the  National  Direaory  of  New  Hires.  The  SESAs  shall  utilize  a  variety  of 
automated  means  to  transmit  the  data  elearonically  to  the  National  Direaory  of  New  Hires. 
The  National  Direaory  shall  take  appropriate  measures  to  safeguard  the  privacy  and 
unauthorized  disclosure  of  the  wage  reporting  data  submitted  by  SESAs. 

(6)  States  shall  match  the  hits  against  their  central  registry  records  at  least  every  48  hours  and 
must  send  notice  to  employers  (if  a  withholding  order/notice  is  not  already  in  place)  within  48 
hours  of  receipt  from  the  Natiotial  Directory  of  New  Hires. 

(7)  A  feasibility  study  shall  be  undertaken  to  determine  (/"  the  New  Hire  Direaory  should 
ultimately  be  part  of  the  Simplified  Tax  and  Wage  Reporting  System,  or  the  Social  Security 
Administration 's  or  the  Health  Security  Aa-created  data  bases. 


Expanded  FPLS 

States  currently  operate  State  Parent  Locator  Services  (SPLS)  to  locate  noncustodial  parents,  their 
income,  assets  and  employers.  The  SPLS  conducts  matches  against  other  State  databases  and  in  some 
instances  has  on-line  access  to  other  State  databases.  In  addition,  the  SPLS  may  seek  information 
from  credit  bureaus,  the  postal  service,  unions,  and  other  sources.  Location  sources  may  vary  from 
State  to  State  depending  on  the  individual  State's  law.  One  location  source  used  by  the  SPLS  is  the 
Federal  Parent  Locator  Service  (FPLS).  The  FPLS  is  a  computerized  national  location  network 
operated  by  OCSE  which  obuins  information  from  six  Federal  agencies  and  the  State  Employment 
Security  agencies  (SESAs). 

In  order  to  improve  efforts  to  locate  noncustodial  parents,  under  the  proposal,  OCSE  will  significantly 
expand  the  Federal  Parent  Locate  Services  and  make  improvements  in  parent  locator  services  offered 
at  the  Federal  and  Sute  levels.  The  FPLS  shall  operate  under  the  National  Clearinghouse. 


(1)        The  OCSE  shall  expand  the  scope  of  State  and  Federal  locate  efforts  by: 

(a)  allowing  States  (through  access  to  the  FPLS  and  the  National  Child  Support  Registry) 
to  locate  persons  who  owe  a  child  support  obligation,  persons  for  whom  an  obligation 
is  being  established,  or  persons  h*o  are  owed  child  support  obligations  by  accessing: 

0)        the  records  of  other  State  IV-D  agencies  and  locate  sources; 

fii)       Federal  sources  of  locate  information  in  the  same  fashion;  and 

Oil)       other  appropriate  data  bases. 
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(b)  requiring  the  child  support  agency  to  provide  both  ad-hoc  and  batch  processing  of 
locate  requests,  with  ad-hoc  access  restriaed  to  cases  in  which  the  information  is 
needed  immediately  (such  as  with  court  appearances)  and  batch  processing  used  to 
troll  data  bases  to  locate  persons  or  update  information  periodically; 

(c)  for  information  retained  in  a  State  IV-D  system,  providing  for  a  maximum  48  hours 
turnaround  from  the  time  the  request  is  received  by  the  State  to  the  time  informa- 
tion/response is  returned;  for  information  not  maintained  by  the  State  IV-D  system,  the 
system  must  generate  a  request  to  other  State  locate  data  bases  within  24  hours  of 
receipt,  and  respond  to  the  requesting  State  within  24  hours  after  receipt  of  that 
information  from  the  State  locate  sources; 

(d)  broadening  the  definition  of  parent  location  to  include  the  parents '  income  and  assets; 

(e)  developing  with  the  States  an  automated  interface  between  their  Statewide  automated 
child  support  enforcement  systems  and  the  Child  Support  Enforcement  Network 
(CSENet),  permitting  locate  and  status  requests  from  one  State  to  be  integrated  with 
intrastate  requests,  thereby  automatically  accessing  all  locate  sources  of  data 
available  to  the  State  P/-D  agency;  and 

(2)  States  shall  have  and  use  laws  that  require  unions  and  their  hiring  halls  to  cooperate  with  FV- 
D  agencies  by  providing  information  on  the  residential  address,  employer,  employer's 
address,  wages,  and  medical  insurance  benefits  of  members; 

(3)  The  Secretary  shall  authorize: 

(a)  a  study  to  address  the  issue  of  whether  access  to  the  National  Locate  Registry  should 
be  extended  to  noncustodial  parents  seeking  the  location  of  their  children  and  whether, 
if  it  were,  custodial  parents  fearful  of  domestic  violence  could  be  adequately  protected 
and  shall  make  recommendations  to  Congress;  and 

(b)  a  study  to  address  the  feasibility  and  costs  of  contracting  with  the  largest  credit 
reporting  agencies  to  have  an  elearonic  data  interchange  with  FPLS,  accessible  by 
States,  for  credit  information  useful  for  the  enforcement  of  orders,  arul  if  the  Fair 
Credit  Reporting  Aa  is  amended,  for  establishment  and  adjustment  of  orders. 

(c)  demonstration  grants  to  States  to  improve  the  interface  with  State  data  bases  that 
show  potential  as  automated  locate  sources  for  child  support  enforcement. 


Expanded  Role  of  Internal  Revenue  Service 

The  Interna]  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  is  currently  involved  in  the  child  support  enforcement  program 
both  as  a  source  of  valuable  information  to  assist  in  locating  noncustodial  parents,  their  assets  and 
their  place  of  employment,  and  as  a  collection  authority  to  enforce  payment  of  delinquent  support 
obligations.  In  FY  1992,  well  over  one-half  of  a  billion  dollars  was  collected  by  the  IRS  on  behalf  of 
over  800,000  child  support  cases.  This  proposal  focuses  on  strengthening  the  IRS  role  in  child 
support  enforcement  in  three  areas:  enhancing  data  exchange;  expanding  the  tax  refund  offset 
program;  and,  improving  the  fiill  collection  process. 
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Enhancing  Data  Exchange  Between  FV-D  Child  Support  and  the  IRS  Data 

The  Internal  Revenue  Code  currently  provides  access  to  certain  tax  information  used  by  child  support 
enforcement  agencies,  including  1099  dau.  Access  to  this  information  greatly  enhances  State 
enforcement  efforts  and  the  utility  of  the  locate  network.  Under  the  proposal,  the  Secretary  of  the 
Treasury  will  explore  the  feasibility  of  simplifying  access  to  this  IRS  data. 


(I)  The  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall  explore  the  feasibility  of  and,  as  appropriate,  Inst'uute 
procedures  whereby  States  can  more  easily  obtain  access  to  IRS  data  ftncluding  1099  data),  if 
allowed  by  law,  for  the  purposes  of  identifying  obligors'  income  and  assets.  Safeguards  must 
be  in  place  to  protea  the  confidentiality  of  the  information. 


IRS  Tax  Refund  Offset 

Current  statutory  requirements  for  Federal  tax  refund  interception  set  different  criteria  for  AFDC  and 
non-AFDC  cases.  One  especially  inequitable  difference  is  that  the  tax  refund  offset  is  not  available  to 
collect  past-due  child  support  for  non-AFDC  children  who  have  reached  the  age  of  majority,  even  if 
the  arrearage  accrued  during  the  child's  minority.  The  proposal  will  eliminate  all  disparities  between 
AFDC  and  non-AFDC  income  tax  refund  offsets  for  child  support  collection  purposes. 

(1)  The  disparities  between  AFDC  and  non-AFDC  cases  regarding  the  availability  of  the  Federal 
income  tax  refund  offset  shall  be  eliminated,  the  airearage  requirement  shall  be  reduced  to  an 
amount  determined  by  the  Secretary,  and  offsets  shall  be  provided  regardless  of  the  age  of  the 
child  for  whom  an  offset  is  sought.  Tune-frames,  notice  and  hearing  requirements  shall  be 
reviewed  for  simplification. 


IRF  Full  Collections 

Currently,  the  IRS  full  collection  process  (which  may  include  seizure  by  the  IRS  of  property,  freezing 
of  accounts,  and  other  procedures)  is  available  to  Sutes  as  an  enforcement  tool  in  collecting 
delinquent  child  support  payments.  While  use  of  the  IRS  fiill  collection  process  could  be  an  effective 
enforcement  remedy,  especially  in  interstate  cases,  it  is  currently  used  only  rarely,  in  part,  because 
the  current  process  is  cumbersome  and  prohibitively  expensive  from  the  States'  perspective.  The  IRS 
and  HHS  have  recently  undertaken  a  study  to  explore  how  to  improve  the  IRS  full  collection  process 
and  to  make  recommendations  regarding  its  expansion.  As  part  of  this  study,  700  cases  were  certified 
to  IRS  for  collection  in  September,  1993.  These  cases  are  being  closely  monitored  and  the  data 
obtained  will  be  used  to  make  recommendations  for  improvement  to  the  IRS  Full  Collection  project, 
including  the  establishment  of  a  new  fee  structure.  The  proposal  will  require  the  Secretary  of 
Treasury  to  improve  the  full  collection  process  by  establishing  a  simplified  and  streamlined  process, 
including  the  use  of  an  automated  collection  process  for  child  support  debts. 

(1)        To  improve  the  IRS  Full  Collection  process,  the  Secretary  of  the  Treasury  shall: 

(a)  simplify  the  IRS  full  collection  process; 

(b)  establish  procedures  to  ensure  that  the  process  is  expeditious  and  implemented 

effectively; 
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(c)  explore  the  feasibility  of  the  IRS  using  its  automated  tax  collection  techniques  in  child 
support  full  collection  cases;  and 

(d)  the  IRS  will  not  charge  an  extra  submission  fee  if  a  State  updates  the  arrears  on  an 
open  case. 

INTERSTATE  ENFORCEMENT 

Currently,  many  child  support  efforts  are  hampered  by  States'  inability  to  locate  noncustodial  parents 
and  secure  orders  of  support  across  Sute  lines.  New  provisions  will  be  enacted  to  improve  State 
efforts  to  work  intersute  child  support  cases  and  make  interstate  procedures  more  uniform  throughout 
the  country. 

Under  current  law,  most  States  handle  their  interstate  cases  through  the  use  of  versions  of  the 
Uniform  Reciprocal  Enforcement  of  Support  Act  (URESA),  promulgated  in  1950  and  changed  in 
1952,  1958  and  1968.  Using  URESA  may  result  in  the  creation  of  several  child  support  orders  in 
different  States  (or  even  counties  within  the  same  state)  for  different  amounts,  all  of  which  are  valid 
and  enforceable.  Intersute  income  withholding,  an  administrative  alternative  to  URESA,  is  not 
widely  used  and  limits  the  enforcement  remedy  of  withholding. 

Under  the  proposal.  States  will  be  required  to  adopt  verbatim  URESA's  replacement,  the  Uniform 
Interstate  Family  Support  Act  (UIFSA).  UIFSA  ensures  that  only  one  State  controls  the  terms  of  the 
order  at  any  one  time.  UIFSA,  unlike  URESA,  includes  a  comprehensive  long-arm  jurisdiction 
section  to  ensure  that  as  many  cases  stay  in  one  Sute  as  is  possible.  Direct  withholding  will  allow  a 
State  to  use  income  withholding  in  interstate  cases  by  serving  the  employer  directly  without  having  to 
go  through  the  second  State's  IV-D  agency.  Additionally,  States  could  quickly  obtain  wage 
information  from  out-of-State  employers.  Interstate  locate  through  the  National  Clearinghouse  should 
improve  locate  capability  dramatically,  by  linking  State  agencies,  Federal  locate  sources  and  the  new 
hire  data  base. 

We  will  also  ask  Congress  to  express  its  sense  that  it  is  constitutional  to  use  "child-state"  jurisdiction, 
which  if  upheld  by  the  Supreme  Court,  will  allow  agencies  to  bring  the  child  support  case  where  the 
child  resides  instead  of  where  the  noncusrodial  parent  lives  if  he  or  she  has  no  ties  to  the  child's  state. 
This  extends  long  arm  jurisdiction's  reach  to  all  cases  instead  of  just  most  cases.  It  would  also 
eliminate  arguments  and  court  proceedings  regarding  jurisdiction. 

While  all  States  have  implemented  immediate  wage  withholding  programs  for  child  support  payment, 
there  are  significant  variances  in  individual  State  laws,  procedures  and  forms.  Those  differences  are 
significant  enough  to  bog  down  the  interstate  withholding  system.  Even  within  States,  forms  and 
procedures  may  vary,  resulting  in  slow  or  inaccurate  case  processing.  The  proposal  will  require  the 
Secretary  to  promulgate  regulations  defining  income  and  other  terms  so  that  income  withholding 
terms,  procedures  and  definitions  are  uniform.  This  will  improve  interstate  wage  withholding 
effectiveness  and  fairness  and  facilitate  a  more  employer-friendly  withholding  environment.  The  net 
effect  of  UIFSA,  direct  and  uniform  withholding,  national  subpoenas,  interstate  lien  recognition, 
interstate  communication,  and  child-State  jurisdiction  is  to  almost  eradicate  any  barriers  that  exist  to 
case  processing  simply  because  the  parents  do  not  reside  in  the  same  state. 
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To  facilitate  interstate  enforcement  efforts,  each  State  must  have  and  use  laws,  rules  and  procedures 
that: 

(1)  provide  for  long-arm  Jurisdiction  over  a  nonresident  individual  in  a  Mid  support  or  parentage 
case  under  certain  conditions; 

(2)  require  Social  Security  Numbers  of  all  persons  applying  for  a  marriage  license  or  divorce  to 
be  listed  on  the  supporting  license  or  decree; 

(3)  require  Social  Security  Numbers  of  both  parents  to  be  listed  on  all  child  support  orders  and 
birth  certificates; 

(4)  adopt  verbatim  the  Uniform  Reciprocal  Enforcement  of  Support  Act  (URESA)  drafting 
committee 's  final  version  of  the  Uniform  Interstate  Family  Support  Aa  (UIFSA),  to  become 
effeaive  in  all  States  no  later  than  October  I.  1995  or  within  12  months  of  passage,  but  in  no 
event  later  than  January  1,  1996; 

(5)  give  full  faith  and  credit  to  all  terms  of  any  child  support  order  (whether  for  past-due, 
currently  owed,  or  prospeaively  owed  support)  issued  by  a  court  or  through  an  administrative 
process  which  has  Jurisdiaion  under  the  terms  of  UIFSA;  -*• 

(6)  provide  that  out-of-State  service  of  process  in  parentage  and  child  support  actions  must  be 
accepted  in  the  same  manner  as  are  in-State  service  of  process  methods  and  proof  of  service 
so  if  service  of  process  is  valid  in  either  State  it  is  valid  in  the  hearing  State; 

(7)  require  the  filing  of  the  noncustodial  parent's  and  the  custodial  parent's  residential  address, 
mailing  address,  home  telephone  number,  driver's  license  number.  Social  Security  Number, 
name  of  employer,  address  of  place  of  employment  and  work  telephone  number  Mth  the 
appropriate  court  or  administrative  agency  on  or  before  the  date  the  final  order  is  issued;  in 
addition: 

(a)  presume  for  the  purpose  of  providing  sufficient  notice  in  any  support  related  aaion, 
other  than  the  initial  notice  in  an  action  to  adjudicate  parentage  or  establish  or 
modify  a  support  order  that  the  last  residential  address  of  the  parry  given  to  the 
appropriate  agency  or  court  is  the  current  address  of  the  party,  in  the  absence  of  the 
obligor  or  obligee  providing  a  new  address; 

(b)  prohibit  the  release  of  information  concerning  the  v^reabouts  of  a  parent  or  child  to 
the  other  parent  if  there  is  a  court  order  for  the  physical  proteaion  of  one  parent  or 
child  entered  against  the  other  parent; 

(8)  provide  for  intrastate  transfers  of  cases  to  the  city,  county,  or  distria  where  the  child  resides 
for  purposes  of  enforcement  and  modification,  without  the  need  for  refiling  by  the  plaintiff  or 
re-serving  the  defendant;  require  the  State  child  support  agency  or  State  courts  that  hear  child 
support  claims  to  exert  statewide  Jurisdiction  over  the  parties  and  allow  the  child  support 
orders  and  liens  to  have  statewide  effect  for  enforcement  purposes; 

(9)  make  clear  that  visitation  denial  is  not  a  defense  to  child  support  enforcement  and  that 
nonsupport  is  not  available  as  a  defense  when  visitation  is  at  issue; 
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(10)  require  States  to  require  employers,  as  a  condition  of  doing  business  in  the  State,  to  respond 
to  requests  by  out-of-State  IV-D  agencies  for  individual  income  information  pertaining  to  all 
ijrivutc.  State  and  local  government  employees  for  purposes  of  establishing  and  colleaing 
child  support. 

In  addition,  the  Federal  government  shall: 

(1)  make  a  Congressional  finding  thai  child-State  Jurisdiction  b  consistent  with  the  Due  Process 
clauses  of  the  Fifth  and  Fourteenth  Amendments,  Seaion  5.  the  Commerce  Qause,  the 
General  Welfare  Qause,  and  the  Full  Faith  and  Credit  Qause  of  the  United  States 
Constitution,  so  that  due  process  is  satisfied  when  the  State  where  a  child  is  domiciled  asserts 

Jurisdiaion  over  a  nonresident  party,  provided  that  party  is  the  parent  or  presumed  parent  of 
the  child  in  a  parentage  or  child  support  aaion; 

(a)  test  the  constitutionality  of  this  assertion  of  child-State  jurisdiction  by  providing  for  an 
expedited  appeal  to  the  U.S.  Supreme  Court  direalyfrom  a  Federal  court: 

(2)  prov'uie  that  a  State  that  has  asserted  Jurisdiaion  properly  retains  continuing,  exclusive 
Jurisdiction  over  the  parties  as  long  as  the  child  or  either  party  resides  in  that  State  or  if  all 
the  parties  consent  to  the  State  retaining  Jurisdiaion: 

(a)  when  no  State  has  continuing  exclusive  Jurisdiaion  when  aaions  are  pending  in 
different  States,  the  last  State  where  the  child  has  resided  for  a  consecutive  six  month 
period  (the  home  State)  can  claim  to  be  the  State  of  continuing  and  exclusive 
Jurisdiction,  if  the  aaion  in  the  home  State  was  filed  before  the  time  expired  in  the 
other  State  for  filing  a  responsive  pleading  and  a  responsive  pleading  contesting 
Jurisdiction  is  filed  in  that  other  State; 

(3)  provide  that  a  State  loses  its  continuing,  exclusive  Jurisdiaion  to  modify  its  order  regarding 
child  support  if  all  the  parties  no  longer  reside  in  that  State  or  if  all  the  parties  consent  to 
another  State  asserting  Jurisdiaion; 

(a)  if  a  State  loses  its  continuing,  exclusive  Jurisdiaion  to  modify,  that  State  retains 
Jurisdiction  to  enforce  the  terms  of  its  original  order  and  to  enforce  the  new  order 
upon  request  under  the  direaion  of  the  State  that  has  subsequently  acquired 
continuing,  exclusive  Jurisdiaion; 

(b)  if  a  State  no  longer  has  continuing  Jurisdiaion,  then  any  other  State  that  can  claim 
Jurisdiction  may  assert  it; 

(c)  when  aaions  to  modify  are  pending  in  different  States,  and  the  State  that  last  had 
continuing,  exclusive  Jurisdiaion  no  longer  has  Jurisdiction,  the  last  State  where  the 
child  has  resided  for  a  consecutive  six  month  period  (the  home  State)  can  claim  to  be 
the  State  of  continuing,  exclusive  Jurisdiaion,  if: 

ft)         a  responsive  pleading  contesting  Jurisdiaional  control  is  filed  in  a  timely  basis 
in  the  non-home  State,  and 

fii)        an  action  in  the  home  State  is  filed  before  the  time  has  expired  in  the  non- 
home  Sicie  for  filing  a  responsive  pleading: 
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(4)  provide  that  the  law  of  the  forum  State  applies  in  child  support  cases,  unless  the  forum  State 
must  interpret  an  order  rendered  in  another  State,  so  that  the  rendering  State's  law  governs 
interpretation  of  the  order;  in  cases  in  which  a  statute  of  limitations  may  preclude  colleaion 
of  any  outstanding  child  support  arrearages,  the  longer  of  the  forum  or  rendering  State's 
statute  of  limitations  shall  apply;  and 

(5)  provide  that  all  employers  can  be  served  direaly  with  a  withholding  order  by  any  State, 
regardless  of  the  State  issuing  the  order;  The  Secretary  shall  develop  a  uiuversal  wthholding 
form  that  must  be  used  by  all  States. 

In  addition: 

(1)  Seaion  466  of  the  Social  Security  Aa  will  be  amended  to  require  regulations  so  that  income 
withholding  terms,  procedures,  forms  and  definitions  of  income  for  withholding  purposes  are 
uniform  to  ensure  interstate  withholding  efficiency  and  fairness,  based  on  regulations 
promulgated  by  the  Secretary; 


OTHER  ENFORCEMENT  MEASURES 

Currently,  Sute  and  Federal  enforcement  efforts  are  often  hampered  by  cumbersome  enforcement 
procedures  that  make  even  routine  enforcement  aaions  difficult  and  time  consuming.  In  order  to 
enable  States  to  take  more  efficient  and  effective  action  when  child  support  is  not  paid,  the  proposal 
requires  Sutes  to  adopt  several  additional  proven  enforcement  tools  and  streamline  enforcement 
procedures. 


Poutini?;^  Uign-Plaging  Prpggsg  pn  Motpr  Vehicles 

Liens  have  two  faces.  They  are  either  passive  encumbrances  on  property  that  entitle  the  lienholder  to 
money  when  the  property  changes  owners,  or  they  are  proactive  collection  tools  that  force  the  obligor 
to  relinquish  the  property  to  satisfy  the  child  support  debt.  Under  current  law.  States  must  have  and 
use  procedures  to  impose  liens  on  personal  and  real  propeny.  However,  the  time  consuming  and 
cumbersome  nature  associated  with  the  case-by-case  judicial  activity  now  required  to  impose  liens  is  a 
major  reason  for  their  limited  use  in  practice.  Under  the  proposal,  the  process  by  which  liens  on 
motor  vehicles  are  imposed  will  be  made  more  routinized  and  efficient,  resulting  in  an  increase  in 
child  support  collected.  States  will  be  required  to  set  up  a  routine  lien-placing  process  on  motor 
vehicle  titles,  without  the  necessity  of  first  acquiring  writs  from  courts,  on  non-custodial  parents  who 
are  delinquent  in  paying  child  support. 

Universal  Wage  Withholding 

Withholding  child  support  directly  from  wages  has  proven  to  be  one  of  the  most  effective  means  of 
ensuring  that  child  support  payments  are  made.  Currently,  all  IV-D  orders  should  generally  be  in 
withholding  status  if  the  parties  have  not  opted  out  or  a  decision  maker  has  not  found  good  cause. 
rV-D  orders  entered  prior  to  1991  in  which  no  one  has  requested  withholding  or  the  obligor  has  not 
fallen  behind  by  one  month's  worth  of  support  are  the  only  orders  that  do  not  have  to  be  in 
withholding  status.  Arrearage-triggered  IV-D  withholding  requires  prior  notice  in  all  but  a  handful  of 
Sutes.  Non-IV-D  orders  entered  after  January  1,  1994  are  subject  to  immediate  withholding  if  the 
two  opt-outs  are  not  invoked.    Other  non-IV-D  orders  may  be  in  withholding  sutus,  depending  on  if 
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there  are  arrearages  and  whether  the  parties  took  the  appropriate  action  to  impose  if  the  withholding 
State  does  not  impose  it  automatically  in  non-IV-D  cases. 

While  the  patchwork  of  orders  subject  to  withholding  is  gradually  being  filled  in,  one  way  to  speed  up 
the  universality  of  withholding  is  to  require  withholding  in  all  cases  unless  the  parties  opt  out  or  a 
court  finds  good  cause.  As  under  current  law,  if  an  arrearage  of  one  month  of  support  accrues 
whether  or  not  there  is  an  opt  out,  withholding  must  be  implemented;  however,  it  should  be 
implemented  automatically  without  need  of  further  court  action  in  non-IV-D  cases  as  well,  and 
without  need  for  notice  prior  to  withholding  in  the  arrearage-triggered  cases.  Universalizing 
withholding  (except  for  opt  outs)  makes  the  system  equal  for  the  non-IV-D  and  the  IV-D  parent.  It 
allows  for  the  immediate  implemenution  of  withholding  when  an  obligor  begins  a  new  job.  Imposing 
withholding  without  prior  notice  gives  the  Sutes  the  jump  on  collection,  instead  of  waiting  up  to  45 
days  for  resolution.  In  the  very  few  cases  in  which  withholding  might  be  incorrectly  imposed,  a 
hearing  will  be  immediately  available  to  the  aggrieved  obligor  to  satisfy  due  process  concerns  and  to 
ensure  accurate  withholding  fif  a  phone  call  to  the  agency  does  not  quickly  resolve  the  dispute). 


Access  to  Records 

Access  to  current  income  and  asset  information  is  critical  to  tracking  down  delinquent-  noncustodial 
parents  who  are  trying  to  escape  their  responsibilities.  The  need  to  petition  the  courts  for  information 
on  the  address,  employer,  and  income  of  parents  on  a  case-by-case  basis  impedes  the  ability  of  States 
to  effectively  carry  out  child  support  enforcement  actions.  Recognizing  the  value  of  timely  and 
systematic  access  to  information,  the  proposal  will  require  States  to  make  the  records  of  various 
agencies  available  to  the  child  support  agency  on  a  routine  basis,  through  automated  and 
nonautomated  means.  In  addition,  the  proposal  will  require  that  child  support  agencies  be  granted 
access  to  specific  case-related  financial  institution  records  for  location  or  enforcement  action. 

Reducing  Fraudulent  Transfer  pf  AS?etg 

A  major  problem  in  some  child  support  cases  occurs  when  an  obligor  transfers  his  or  her  assets  to 
someone  else  to  avoid  paying  support.  To  protect  the  rights  of  creditors.  States  have  enaaed  laws 
under  the  Uniform  Fraudulent  Conveyance  Act  and  the  Uniform  Fr?udulent  Transfer  Act  to  allow 
creditors  to  undo  fraudulent  transfers.  Applying  such  laws  to  child  support  will  provide  equal 
protection  to  the  support  rights  of  custodial  parents  as  applied  to  any  other  creditor  and  may  deter 
obligors  who  are  considering  fraudulent  transfer.  The  proposal  will  make  it  easier  to  take  legal  steps 
against  parents  who  intentionally  transfer  property  to  avoid  child  support  payment. 

License  Revocation^ 

An  effective  enforcement  tool  recently  implemented  by  a  number  of  States  is  withholding  or 
suspending  professional/occupational  licenses  and,  in  some  states,  also  standard  driver's  licenses  of 
noncustodial  parents  owing  past-due  child  support.  States  that  have  added  this  procedure  to  their 
arsenal  of  enforcement  remedies  have  favorable  perceptions  about  its  effectiveness,  noting  that  it  has 
both  increased  the  amount  of  arrearages  collected  and  served  as  an  incentive  for  noncustodial  fathers 
to  keep  current  in  their  monthly  child  support  obligation.  Often  the  mere  threat  of  suspending  a 
license  is  enough  to  get  many  recalcitrant  obligors  to  pay.  The  proposal  requires  all  States  to  adopt 
such  laws  while  allowing  Sute  flexibility  to  tailor  due  process  protections. 
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Stanite  of  Limitations  for  Child  Support  Arrearages 

Under  current  law,  each  State  may  decide  when  it  no  longer  has  the  power  to  collect  old  debts. 
Usually  invoking  a  State  sutute  of  limitations  is  done  by  the  debtor,  and  is  not  automatic.  Some  Sute 
statute  of  limitations  for  child  support  debts  are  as  shon  as  seven  years.  Under  the  proposal,  a 
uniform  and  extended  statute  of  limiutions  for  collecting  child  support  debts  of  30  years  after  the 
child's  birth  will  be  required.  This  ensures  that  a  non-payor  is  less  likely  to  forever  escape  payment 
simply  because  they  have  avoided  payment  in  the  short-term. 

Interest  on  Arrearages 

Child  support  debts  are  currently  at  a  competitive  disadvanUge  compared  to  commercial  debts.  While 
many  States  have  the  authority  to  apply  interest  to  delinquent  support,  few  routinely  do  so  and  thus 
there  is  no  fmancial  incentive  for  a  noncustodial  parent  to  pay  support  before  paying  an  mterest 
accruing  debt.  To  raise  the  priority  of  child  support  debts  to  at  least  that  afforded  to  other  creditors, 
the  proposal  will  require  States  to  calculate  and  collect  interest  or  late  penalties  on  arrearages. 

Expanded  Use  (?f  Crgdi(  Rgponipg 

Credit  Bureaus  can  be  an  effective  mechanism  for  collecting  information  needed  to  locate  parents  and 
establish  awards  at  the  appropriate  level  and  for  ensuring  that  child  support  payments  are  kept 
current.  Under  current  law,  credit  report  information  may  be  used  for  locate  and  enforcement 
purposes.  Agencies  may  not  use  credit  reports  for  establishment  or  modification  purposes,  however. 
States  are  also  not  required  to  report  arrearages  upon  a  request  from  a  credit  bureau  unless  the 
arrearages  are  in  excess  of  SlOOO.  (Sutes  may  report,  at  State  option,  when  a  lesser  amount  is  owed.) 
This  proposal  will  give  IV-D  agencies  access  to  all  credit  bureau  information  for  consideration  in 
establishing,  modifying,  and  enforcing  child  support  orders.  Since  credit  reports  are  likely  to  fiilly 
disclose  income  generating  activities,  such  reports  can  be  extremely  important  in  identifying  assets 
and  income  needed  to  establish  awards.  Additionally,  requirements  for  Sutes  to  report  child  support 
arrears  of  more  than  one  month  would  encourage  non-custodial  parents  to  stay  current  in  their 
payment  of  support,  because  non-payment  could  jeopardize  their  credit  rating.  Many  States  have 
improved  their  credit  reporting  activities  regarding  child  support  arrearages.  This  proposal  will 
ensure  uniformity  among  the  States  and  prevent  any  one  Sute  from  becoming  a  safe-haven  for  non- 
paying  parents. 

Bankruptcy 

Although  a  noncustodial  parent  obligated  to  pay  support  may  not  escape  the  obligation  by  filing 
bankruptcy,  the  ability  to  collect  amounts  due  is  hampered  by  current  bankruptcy  practices.  One  of 
the  difficulties  faced  is  that  the  filing  of  a  bankruptcy  action  automatically  "sUys"  or  forbids  various 
actions  to  collect  past-due  support.  In  order  to  continue  child  support  collections,  permission  from 
the  Bankruptcy  Court  must  be  granted  to  lift  the  automatic  stay.  Another  obsucle  is  a  requirement 
that  the  anorney  handing  the  child  support  creditor's  claim  must  either  be  a  member  of  the  Federal 
bar  in  the  jurisdiction  where  the  bankruptcy  action  is  filed,  appear  by  permission,  or  find  alternative 
representation.  In  addition,  child  support  obligations  are  often  treated  less  favorably  than  other 
financial  obligations  such  as  consumer  debts  and,  under  a  Chapter  13  bankruptcy  proceeding,  an 
individual  debtor  is  allowed  to  pay  off  debts,  over  an  extended  period  of  time-usually  three  to  five 
years.  Even  though  the  current  child  support  continues  and  arrearages  cannot  be  forgiven  through 
bankruptcy,  the  ability  to  collect  these  arrearages  quickly  can  be  thwarted  when,  as  under  current 
practice,  a  bankruptcy  payment  plan  could  require  a  different  payment  arrangement  on  support 
arrearages  than  that  imposed  by  a  court  or  administrative  support  process. 
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The  proposal  will  eliminate  these  types  of  bankniptcy  related  obstacles  to  collecting  child  support.  It 
will  remove  the  effects  of  an  automatic  stay  with  respect  to  child  support  establishment,  modification, 
and  enforcement  proceedings,  require  the  establishment  of  a  simple  procedure  under  which  a  support 
creditor  can  file  their  claim  with  the  bankruptcy  court,  treat  unsecured  support  obligations  as  a  second 
priority  claim  status,  and  require  that  the  bankruptcy  trustee  recognize  and  honor  an  arrearage 
payment  schedule  established  by  a  court  or  administrative  decision  maker.  These  changes  will 
faciliute  the  uninterrupted  flow  of  support  to  children  in  the  event  the  obligor  files  for  or  enters  into 
bankruptcy. 

Federal  Garnishment 

Garnishment  of  Federal  employees  salaries  and  wages  for  child  support  was  authorized  prior  to  the 
requirement  that  all  States  have  and  use  wage  withholding  procedures  which  do  not  require  specific 
court  or  administrative  authorization.  The  Federal  garnishment  statute  was  not  changed  to  make  its 
procedures  consistent  with  the  requirements  for  all  other  child  support  wage  withholding.  The 
proposal  will  simplify  the  implementation  of  child  support  wage  withholding  by  requiring  that  the 
same  procedures  be  used  for  Federal  and  non-Federal  employees.  The  proposal  also  allows 
garnishment  of  military  pay  more  consistent  with  other  types  of  gamishable  money. 

Passport? 

Collecting  child  support  from  persons  who  have  left  the  country  is  extremely  difficult,  even  if  the 
United  States  has  a  reciprocal  agreement  with  the  country  in  which  the  noncustodial  parent  currently 
resides.  If  there  is  no  reciprocal  agreement  with  that  country,  it  is  often  virtually  impossible  to 
collect  child  support  from  the  noncustodial  parent.  Under  the  proposal,  passports  and  visas  will  not 
be  issued  for  foreign  travel  for  the  most  egregious  cases  in  which  support  is  owed-those  owing  over 
$5,000  in  past  due  support. 

In  order  to  enforce  orders  of  support  more  effeaively,  States  must  have  and  use  laws  that: 

(1)  systematically  impose  liens  on  vehicle  titles  for  child  support  arrearages  using  a  method  for 
updating  the  value  of  the  lien  on  a  regular  basis  or  allowing  for  an  expedited  inquiry  to  and 
response  for  proof  of  the  amount  of  arrears;  provide  an  expedited  method  for  the  titleholder  or 
the  individual  owing  the  arrearage  to  contest  the  arrearage  or  request  a  release  upon  fulfilling 
the  support  obligation;  the  liens  shall  cover  all  current  and  future  support  arrearages  and 
shall  have  priority  over  all  other  creditors'  liens  imposed  on  a  vehicle  title  other  than  a 
purchase  money  security  interest;  in  appropriate  cases  the  agency  shall  have  the  power  to 
execute  on.  seize,  sell  and  distribute  encumbered  or  attached  property  in  accordance  with 
State  law; 

(2)  require  the  State  agency  to  initiate  immediate  wage  withholding  aaionfor  all  cases  for  which 
a  noncustodial  parent  has  been  located  and  wage  withholding  is  not  currently  in  effea. 
without  the  need  for  advance  notice  to  the  obligor  prior  to  the  implememation  of  the 
withholding  order; 

(3)  empower  child  support  agencies  to  issue  administrative  subpoenas  requiring  defendants  in 
paternity  and  child  support  actions  to  produce  and  deliver  documents  to  or  to  appear  at  a 
court  or  administrative  agency  on  a  certain  date;  sanction  individuals  who  fail  to  obey  a 
subpoena 's  command; 
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(4)  provide,  at  a  minimum,  that  the  following  records  are  available  to  the  State  child  support 
agency  through  automated  or  nonautomated  means: 

(a)  recreational  licenses  of  residents,  or  of  nonresidents  who  apply  for  such  licenses,  if 
the  State  maintains  records  in  a  readily  accessible  form; 

(b)  real  and  personal  property  including  transfers  of  property; 

(c)  State  and  local  tax  departments  including  irtformation  on  the  residence  address, 
employer,  income  and  assets  of  res'uients; 

(d)  publicly  regulated  utility  companies  and  cable  television  operators;  and 

(e)  marriages,  births,  and  divorces  of  residents; 

(5)  provide,  at  a  minimum,  the  following  records  of  State  agencies  are  available  to  the  State  child 
support  agency:  the  tax/revenue  department,  motor  vehicle  department,  employment  security 
deparrmeni,  bureau  of  correaions,  occupational/professional  licensing  department,  secretary 
of  stale 's  office,  bureau  of  vital  statistics,  and  agencies  administering  public  assistance.  If 
any  of  these  State  data  bases  are  automated,  the  child  support  agency  must  be^ranted  either 
on-line  or  batch  access  to  the  data. 

(6)  provide  for  access  to  financial  institution  records  based  on  a  specific  case 's  location  or 
enforcement  need  through  tape  match  or  other  automated  or  nonautomated  means,  with 
appropriate  safeguards  to  ensure  that  the  information  is  used  for  its  intended  purpose  only 
and  is  kept  confidential;  a  bank  or  o:her  financial  institution  will  not  be  liable  for  any 
consequences  arising  from  providing  the  access,  unless  the  harm  arising  from  institution 's 
conduct  was  intentional; 

(7)  provide  indicia  or  badges  of  fraud  that  create  a  prinut  facie  case  that  an  obligor  transferred 
income  or  property  to  avoid  a  child  support  creditor;  once  a  prima  facia  case  is  made,  the 
State  must  take  steps  to  avoid  the  fraudulent  transfer  unless  settlement  is  reached; 

(8)  require  the  withholding  or  suspension  of  professional  or  occupational  licenses  from 
noncustodial  parents  wfto  ovwe  past-due  child  support  or  are  the  subject  of  outstanding  failure 
to  appear  warrants,  capiases,  and  bench  warrants  related  to  a  parentage  or  child  support 
proceeding; 

(a)  the  State  shall  determine  the  procedures  to  be  used  in  a  particular  State  and  determine 
the  due  process  rights  to  be  accorded  to  obligors. 

(b)  the  State  shall  determine  the  threshold  amount  of  child  support  due  before  withholding 
or  suspension  procedures  are  initiated. 

(9)  suspend  the  driver's  licenses,  including  any  commercial  licenses,  of  noncustodial  parents  who 
owe  past-due  child  support: 
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(a)  the  suspension  shall  be  determined  by  the  IV-D  agency,  Mfiich  shall  adininisti  utively 
suspend  licenses.  The  State  shall  determine  the  due  process  rights  to  be  accorded  the 
obligor,  including,  but  not  limited  to,  the  right  to  a  hearing,  stay  of  the  order  under 
appropriate  circumstances,  and  the  circumstances  under  which  the  suspension  may  be 
lified; 

(b)  the  State  shall  determine  the  threshold  amount  of  child  support  due  before  withholding 
or  suspension  procedures  are  initiated. 

00)  extend  the  statute  of  limitations  for  collection  of  child  support  arrearages  until  the  child  for 
whom  the  support  is  ordered  is  at  least  30  years  of  age. 

fll)  calculate  and  collect  interest  or  late  penalties  on  arrearages  (accrued  after  the  date  of 
enaament)  for  non-payment.  (Late  penalties  may  be  imposed  on  a  monthly,  quarterly,  or 
annual  basis.)  All  such  charges  must  be  distributed  to  the  benefit  of  the  child  (unless  child 
support  rights  have  been  assigned  to  the  State).  The  Secretary  shall  establish  by  regulation  a 
rule  to  resolve  choice  of  law  conflias. 


In  addition.  Congress  shall: 

(12)  amend  the  Fair  Credit  Reporting  Act  to  allow  State  agency  access  to  and  use  of  credit  reports 
for  the  location  of  noncustodial  parents  and  their  assets  and  for  establishing  and  modifying 
orders  to  the  same  extent  that  the  State  agency  may  currently  use  credit  reports  for  enforcing 
orders; 

(13)  require  reports  to  credit  bureaus  of  all  child  support  obligations  when  the  arrearages  reach 
an  amount  equal  to  one  month 's  payment  of  child  support; 

(14)  amend  the  Bankruptcy  Code  to: 

(a)  allow  parentage  and  child  support  establishment,  modification  and  enforcement 
proceedings  to  continue  without  interruption  after  the  filing  of  a  bankruptcy  petition; 
preclude  the  bankruptcy  stay  from  barring  or  affecting  any  part  of  any  aaion 
pertaining  to  support  as  defined  in  section  523  of  Title  11; 

(b)  allow  child  support  creditors  to  file  a  claim  without  charge  or  having  to  meet  special 
local  court  rule  requirements  for  attorney  appearances  in  a  bankruptcy  case  or  district 
court  anywhere  in  the  United  States  by  filing  a  simplified  form  that  includes 
information  detailing  the  child  support  creditor's  representation,  and  the  child  support 
debt,  its  status,  and  other  charaaeristics; 

(c)  require  the  establishment  of  a  simple  procedure  under  which  support  creditors  can  file 
daims  with  the  bankruptcy  court; 

(d)  give  child  support  creditors  priority  over  certain  other  unsecured  creditors;  and 

(e)  require  that  the  bankruptcy  trustee  make  payments  to  a  child  support  creditor  from  the 
bankruptcy  State  in  accordance  with  a  payment  schedule  established  in  a  family  court 
or  other  administrative  or  judicial  proceeding. 
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(15)  amend  and  streamline  Sections  459,  461,  462  and  465  of  the  Social  Security  Act  and 
companion  laws  to  make  the  garnishment  of  Federal  employees  and  retirees  fincluding 
military)  salaries,  wages  and  other  benefits  and  income  consistent  with  the  terms  and 
procedures  of  the  IV-D  withholding  statute  (466(b)  of  the  Social  Security  Aa); 

(16)  amend  laws  and  procedures  to  ensure  that  passports,  and  visas  for  persons  attempting  to  leave 
the  country,  are  not  issued  if  they  owe  more  than  S5,000  in  child  support  arrearages.  The 
Slate  Department  may  match  its  list  of  applicants  against  tax  offset  files  of  noncustodial 
parents  with  orders  h*^  owe  more  than  $5,000; 

The  Social  Security  Administration  shall  be  authorized  to: 

(17)  provide  the  State  IV-D  or  Department  of  Motor  Vehicle  agency  access  to  electronic 
verification  of  Social  Security  Numbers. 


Privacy  Protection 

Historically,  child  support  enforcement  agencies  have  had  access  to  information  unavailable  to  other 
Federal  and  or  State  agencies  because  of  the  special  nature  of  their  mission-ensuring  that  children 
receive  appropriate  financial  support  from  their  parents.  Parents  cannot  be  located  anB*^6rders  cannot 
be  established  and  enforced  unless  the  State  has  access  to  a  wide  array  of  information  sources  which 
identify  places  of  employment  and  other  information  about  assets  and  income.  Under  current  Federal 
and  State  regulations  and  rules,  information  obtained  for  child  support  purposes  is  protected  from 
unwarranted  disclosure.  The  proposal  ensures  that  privacy  safeguards  continue  to  cover  all  sensitive 
and  personal  information  by  extending  such  protections  to  any  new  sources  of  information.  States  are 
required  to  ensure  that  safeguards  are  in  place  to  preve.U  breaches  of  privacy  protection  for 
individuals  not  liable  or  potentially  liable  for  support  and  to  prevent  the  misuse  of  information  by 
those  employees  and  agencies  with  legitimate  access  for  child  suppon  purposes  only. 

(1)  States  shall: 

(a)  extend  their  data  safeguarding  State  plan  requirements  to  all  ne^iiy  accessible 
information  under  the  proposal.  States  shall  also  institute  routine  training  for  State 
and  local  employees  (and  contraaors  shall  be  required  to  do  the  same  for  their  staff) 
who  handle  sensitive  and  confidential  data. 

(b)  regularly  self-audit  for  unauthorized  access  or  data  misuse,  arid  investigate  individual 
complaints  as  necessary. 

(c)  have  penalties  for  persons  who  obtain  unauthorized  access  to  safeguarded  information 
or  who  misuse  information  that  they  are  authorized  to  obtain.  Supervisors  who  knew 
or  should  have  knomi  of  unauthorized  access  or  misuse  shall  also  be  subject  to 
penalties. 

(2)  Procedures  for  protection  of  tax  records  should  include  such  protections  as: 

(a)  data  matching  performed  by  staff  having  access  only  to  related  data  fields  necessary  to 
perform  child  suppon  functions; 
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(b)  controlling  access  to  individual  child  support  computer  records  by  the  use  of 
individual  passv}ords;  and 

(c)  moniionng  access  on  a  regular  basis  by  use  of  computerized  audit  trail  reports  and 
feedback  procedures. 

In  addition: 

(3)  All  child  support  enforcement  staff  shall  be  kept  informed  of  Federal  and  State  laws  and 
regulations  pertaining  to  disclosure  of  confidential  tax  and  child  support  information. 

(4)  Access  to  State  vital  statistics  shall  be  restriaed  to  authorized  IV-D  personnel. 

(5)  The  Federal  government  shall  ensure  that  New  Hire  information  is  limited  to  IV-D  agency  use 
by  authorized  persons  (as  defined  under  current  law). 

(6)  The  Secretary  shall  issue  regulations  setting  minimum  privacy  safeguards  that  States  must 
follow  to  ensure  that  only  authorized  users  of  personal  information  have  access  to  it  solely  for 
official  purposes. 


Funding 

Federal  Financial  Participation  and  Incentives 

The  current  funding  structure  of  the  Child  Support  Enforcement  program  is  comprised  of  three  major 
components:  direct  Federal  matching,  incentive  payments  to  Sutes,  and  the  States'  share  of  child 
support  collections  made  on  behalf  of  AFDC  recipients. 

Direct  Federal  matching,  known  as  Federal  financial  participation  or  FFP,  provides  for  66  percent  of 
most  Sute/local  IV-D  program  costs.  A  higher  rate,  90  percent,  is  paid  for  genetic  testing  to 
establish  paternity  and,  until  October  1,  1995,  for  comprehensive  State  wide  automated  data 
processing  (ADP)  systems.  The  Federal  government  also  pays  Sutes  an  annual  incentive  based  on 
collections  and  cost  effectiveness  equalling  6-10  percent  of  collections  from  the  Federal  share  of 
AFDC-related  collections.  States  must  pass  on  part  of  the  incentive  to  any  local  jurisdiction  that 
collected  the  child  support  if  the  State  required  the  jurisdiction  to  participate  in  the  program's  costs. 

Currently,  States  may  profit  from  the  IV-D  program's  funding  structure  irrespective  of  their 
performance.  The  proposed  child  support  financing  reforms  are  primarily  directed  at  the  Federal 
financial  participation  and  the  payment  of  incentives.  Basic  FFP  will  be  increased  from  66  percent  to 
75  percent  to  ensure  that  all  States  bad  a  sufficient  resource  base  to  operate  an  efficient  and  effective 
program.  Incentives  wilt  be  based  on  State  performance  in  the  areas  of  paternity  establishment,  order 
establishment,  collections  and  cost-effectiveness.  Such  incentives  will  ensure  that  Sutes  focus  on  the 
results  that  are  expected  from  the  program  activities.  Sutes  and  the  Federal  Government  will  still 
share  in  the  reduction  in  costs  resulting  firom  support  collections  made  on  behalf  of  AFDC  recipients. 


(1)  The  Federal  government  will  pay  75  percent  of  State  administrative  costs.    All  cases  Included 
In  the  State's  Central  Registry  will  be  eligible  for  federal  funding. 

(2)  States  are  eligible  for  incentive  payments  in  the  following  areas: 
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(a)  paternity  establishment  -  earning  an  increase  of  up  to  5  percentage  points  in  FFP  for 
high  paternity  establishment  rates,  as  determined  by  the  Secretary;  and 

(b)  overall  performance  -  earning  an  increase  of  up  to  10  percentage  points  in  FFP  for 
strong  overall  performance  which  factors  in: 

ft)  the  percentage  of  cases  with  support  orders  established  (number  of  orders 
compared  to  the  number  of  paternities  established  and  other  cases  which  need 
a  child  support  order); 

fii)        the  percentage  of  overall  cases  with  orders  in  paying  status; 

(iii)       the  percentage  of  overall  colleaions  compared  to  amount  due; 

fiv)       cost-effeaiveness. 

(3)  All  incentives  will  be  based  on  a  formula  to  be  determined  by  the  Secretary. 

(4)  All  incentive  payments  made  to  the  States  must  be  reinvested  back  into  the  State  child  support 
program. 

Registry  and  Clearinghouse  Start-up  Enhanced  FFP 

Enhanced  funding  for  the  automated  central  registries  and  cenualized  collection  distribution  systems  is 
critical  to  enable  States  to  implement  these  new  requirements. 

(1)  States  will  receive  enhanced  FFP  at  a  80% /207c  Federal/State  match  rate,  or  at  the  base  75% 
FFP  plus  incentives,  whichever  is  higher,  for  the  planning,  design,  procurement,  conversion, 
testing  and  start-up  of  their  full-service,  technology-enabled  State  registries  am.  centralized 
payment  centers.  (This  includes  necessary  enhancements  to  the  automated  child  support  system 
to  accommodate  the  proposal.) 

(2)  For  the  next  5  years,  total  Federal  payments  to  States  for  ADP  are  capped  at  $260,000,000, 
to  be  distributed  among  States  by  a  formula  set  in  regulations  which  takes  into  account  the 
relative  size  of  State  caseloads  and  the  level  of  automation  needed  to  meet  applicable  ADP 
requirements. 


State/Federal  Maintenance  of  Effort 

(I)  Using  a  maintenance  of  effort  plan,  the  Federal  government  will  require  States  to  maintain  at 
least  their  current  level  of  contribution  to  the  program,  representing  the  State  FFP  match  and 
any  other  State  funds  or  receipts  allocated  to  the  child  support  program. 
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Revolving  Loan  Fund 

In  order  to  encourage  ongoing  innovation  in  the  IV-D  program,  it  is  proposed  that  a  revolving  loan 
fund  be  created.  The  revolving  loan  fiind  will  allow  the  Federal  government  more  flexibility  in 
helping  States  develop  and  implement  innovative  practices  which  have  significant  effects  on  increasing 
collections  and  ongoing  innovation. 

(1)  The  Federal  government  through  OCSE  shall  provide  an  authorization  of  funds  of  up  to  $100 
million  to  be  made  available  to  States  and  their  subdivisions  to  be  used  solely  for  short-term, 
high-payoff  operational  improvements  to  the  State  child  support  program.  Projeas 
demonstrating  a  potential  for  increases  in  child  support  collections  will  be  submitted  to  the 
Secretary  on  a  competitive  basis.  Criteria  for  determining  which  projects  to  fund  shall  be 
specified  by  the  Secretary  based  on  whether  adequate  alternative  finding  already  exists,  and 
whether  colleaions  can  be  increased  as  a  result.  Within  these  guidelines.  States  shall  have 
maximum  flexibility  in  deciding  which  projeas  to  fund. 

(2)  Funding  will  be  limited  to  no  more  than  S5  million  per  State  or  $1  million  per  projea,  except 
for  limited  circumstances  under  which  a  large  State  undertakes  a  statewide  projea,  in  which 
case  the  maximum  for  that  State  shall  be  $5  million  for  the  projea.  States  may  supplement 
Federal  fimds  to  increase  the  amount  of  funds  available  for  the  project  and  mtty  require  local 
jurisdictions  to  put  up  a  local  match. 

(3)  Funding  will  be  available  for  a  maximum  of  three  years  based  on  a  plan  established  with  the 
Secretary.  OCSE  must  expeditiously  review  and,  as  appropriate,  futid  the  approved  plan.  At 
the  end  of  the  projea  period,  recipients  must  pay  funds  back  to  the  Revolving  Fund  out  of 
increased  performance  incentives. 

(4)  Beginning  with  the  next  Federal  fiscal  year  after  the  projea  ends,  the  Federal  government 
shall  offset  half  of  the  increase  in  the  State's  performance  incentives  every  year  until  the  funds 
are  fully  repaid.  If  the  State  fails  to  raise  collections  that  result  in  a  performance  incentive 
increase  at  the  projected  attributable  level,  the  funds  will  be  recouped  by  offsetting  the  FFP 
due  to  a  State  by  a  sum  equal  to  one-twelfth  of  the  project's  Federal  funding,  plus  interest, 
over  the  first  twelve  quarters  beginning  with  the  next  fiscal  year  following  the  projea 's 
completion. 

Program  Management 

Dramatically  improving  child  support  enforcement  requires  improved  program  management  at  both 
the  Slate  and  Federal  levels.  The  proposal  includes  several  provisions  designed  to  lead  to  better 
program  performance  and  better  services. 

Training 

From  1979  through  the  late  1980s  OCSE  contracted  with  outside  organizations  to  provide  on-site 
training  to  States  across  a  broad  range  of  topics.  In  early  1991,  OCSE  established  the  National 
Training  Center  within  the  Division  of  Program  Operations  to  take  over  many  training  functions 
formerly  performed  by  contractors.  The  purpose  of  the  Center  is  to  bolster  States'  training  initiatives 
through  curriculum  design/development,  dissemination  of  information  and  materials  and,  to  the  extent 
resources  permit,  the  provision  of  direct  training.  While  a  few  States  have  developed  training 
standards  for  staff,  there  is  currently  no  mandate  that  Sutes  have  minimum  standards  for  persons 
involved  in  the  child  support  program. 
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Under  the  proposal,  the  Federal  share  of  funding  for  training,  technical  assistance  and  research  will 
significantly  increase  and  will  be  earmarked  each  year  for  such  things  as  training,  technical  assistance, 
research,  demonstrations  and  staffing  studies.  Furthermore,  Sutes  will  be  required  to  have  minimum 
standards  for  training  in  their  State  plans.  Under  the  proposal,  OCSE  will  also  develop  a  training 
program  for  State  IV-D  Directors.  The  IV-D  program's  complexity  and  importance  to  children  and 
family  self-sufficiency  require  that  States  have  experienced  and  well-trained  managers.  Experts  often 
point  to  the  leadership  experience  of  IV-D  managers  as  a  major  factor  in  a  state's  performance. 

(1)  an  amount  equal  to  one  (1)  percent  of  the  Federal  share  of  child  support  collections  made  on 
behalf  of  AFDC  families  in  the  previous  year  shall  be  authorized  in  each  fiscal  year  to  fund 
technical  assistance,  training,  research,  demonstrations  and  staffing  studies. 

(2)  OCSE  shall  provide  a  Federally  developed  core  curriculum  to  all  States  to  be  used  in  the 
development  of  Slate-specific  training  guides.  OCSE  shall  also  develop  a  national  training 
program  for  all  State  FV-D  directors. 

(3)  States  must  also  have  minimum  standards  in  their  State  plans  for  training,  based  on  the  newly 
developed  state-specific  training  guide,  that  include  initial  and  ongoing  training  for  all 
persons  involved  in  the  FV-D  child  support  program.  The  program  shall  include  annual 
training  for  all  line  workers  and  special  training  for  all  staff  when  laws;  policies  or 
procedures  change. 

(4)  In  addition,  funds  under  Title  IV-D  of  the  Social  Security  Aa  shall  be  made  available  to  States 
for  the  development  and  condua  of  training  of  IV-A  and  IV-E  caseworkers,  private  attorneys. 
Judges  and  clerks  who  need  a  knowledge  of  child  support  to  perform  their  duties  but  for  whom 
a  cooperative  agreement  does  not  exist  for  ongoing  child  support  aaivities. 


Technical  Assistance 

Currently,  Slates  complain  that  they  receive  very  little  technical  assistance  from  the  Federal 
government.  Indeed,  the  level  of  technical  assistance  provided  to  State  child  support  enforcement 
agencies  has  declined  significantly  over  the  past  several  years  because  of  staff  and  resource 
limitations.  Aside  from  the  provision  of  training  and  publication  dissemination,  most  of  the  assistance 
provided  is  in  the  nature  of  problem  identification  through  program  reviews. 

Under  the  proposal,  OCSE  will  provide  comprehensive  direct  technical  assistance  in  a  variety  of 
forms  to  States.  In  particular,  OCSE  will  take  an  active  role  in  developing  model  laws  and 
identifying  best  practices  that  States  may  adopt,  reviewing  Sute  laws,  procedures,  policies,  and 
organizational  structure,  and  providing  enhanced  technical  assistance  to  meet  the  program's  goals. 
Such  provision  of  technical  assistance  will  be  designed  to  prevent  program  deficiencies  before  they 
occur. 

The  OCSE  shall  provide  technical  assistance  to  States  by: 

(1)  developing  model  laws  and  identifying  model  legislation  and  "best'  State  praaices  that  States 
may  follow  when  changing  State  laws  to  meet  new  Federal  requirements: 

(2)  reviewing  State  laws,  policies,  procedures,  and  organizational  structure,  including  cooperative 
agreements,  as  pan  of  the  State  plan  approval  process: 
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(3)  providing  a  State  with  a  written  assessment  of  its  program  and.  when  appropriate,  identifying 
areas  in  which  the  State  is  deficient; 

(4)  providing  enhanced  technical  assistance  to  States  to  meet  the  program 's  goals;  and 


Audit  and  Reporting 

The  Federal  sutute  mandates  periodic  comprehensive  Federal  audits  of  State  programs  to  ensure 
substantial  compliance  with  all  federal  requirements.  If  deficiencies  identified  in  an  audit  are  not 
corrected.  States  face  a  mandatory  fiscal  penalty  of  between  1  and  S  percent  of  the  Federal  share  of 
the  State's  AFDC  program  funding.  Once  an  audit  determines  compliance  with  identified 
deficiencies,  the  penalty  is  lifted. 

The  detail-oriented  audit  is  time-consuming  and  labor  intensive  for  both  Federal  auditors  and  the 
Sutes.  One  result  is  that  audit  findings  do  not  measure  current  Sute  performance  or  current  program 
requirements.  Sutes  contend  that  the  audit  system  focuses  too  much  on  administrative  procedures  and 
processes  rather  than  performance  outcomes  and  results.  However,  it  is  widely  agreed  that  efforts  to 
pass  the  audit  have  been  a  significant  driving  force  behind  Sutes'  improved  performance.  While  two- 
thirds  of  the  Sutes  fail  the  initial  audit,  three-fourths  of  these  same  Sutes  come  into  compliance  after 
a  corrective-action  period  and  avoid  the  fmancial  penalty. 

The  proposal  will  simplify  the  Federal  audit  requirements  to  focus  primarily  on  performance 
outcomes  and  require  States  to  conduct  self-reviews  to  assess  whether  or  not  all  required  services  are 
being  provided.  Federal  auditors  will  assess  Sutes*  dau  used  to  determine  performance  outcomes  to 
determine  if  it  is  valid  and  reliable  and  conduct  periodic  fmancial  and  other  audits  as  the  Secretary 
deems  necessary.  If  Sute  self-reviews  or  the  level  of  grievances/complaints  indicates  that  services  are 
not  being  provided,  OCSE  will  evaluate  the  Sute's  program  and  ascertain  the  causes  for  the  problems 
to  help  States  correct  the  problems.  Audit  penalties  assessed  on  the  basis  of  deficiencies  found  with 
respect  to  a  fiscal  year  will  be  waived  if  the  State  passes  the  audit  at  the  end  of  the  next  fiscal  year. 

(1)  Audit  procedures  by  the  Secretary  shall  include: 

(a)  simplifying  the  Federal  audit  requirements  to  focus  primarily  on  performance 
outcomes; 

(b)  requiring  States  to  develop  their  ovm  control  systems  to  ensure  that  performance 
outcomes  are  achieved,  while  making  the  results  subjea  to  verification  and  audit; 

(2)  States  shall: 

(a)  develop  internal  automated  management  control  reporting  systems  that  provide 
information  to  enable  States  to  assess  their  own  performance  and  employees '  workload 
analysis,  on  a  routine,  ongoing  basis  so  that  exceptions  can  be  called  to  the  program 
management 's  attention; 

(b)  develop  computer  systems  controls  that  provide  reasonable  assurances  that  computer- 
based  data  are  complete,  valid,  and  reliable; 

(c)  in  accordance  with  Federal  regulations,  annually  conduct  a  self-review  to  assess 
whether  or  not  the  State  meets  the  program 's  specified  goals,  performance  objectives 
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and  any  recently  completed  staffing  studies,  as  well  as  ensure  that  all  required 
services  are  being  provided. 

(3)  Federal  auditors  shall: 

(a)  at  a  minimum,  based  upon  the  U.S.  Comptroller  General's  Government  Auditirj^ 
Standards,  every  3  years,  assess  the  reliability  of  the  computer-processed  data  (or 
results  provided  as  a  result  of  the  self-review).  These  audits  will:  (a)  examine  the 
computer  system's  general  and  application  controls;  (b)  test  whether  those  controls 
are  being  complied  with;  and  (c)  test  data  produced  by  the  system  on  computer 
magnetic  tape  or  other  appropriate  auditing  medium  to  ensure  that  it  is  valid  and 
reliable; 

(b)  if  a  State  has  failed  a  previous  audit,  continue  to  evaluate  on  an  annual  basis, 
whether  the  State  has  corrected  the  deficiencies  identified  under  (1)  above; 

(c)  if  the  State  self-reviews  determine  that  the  Federal  requirements  are  not  being  met, 
ascertain  the  causes  for  the  deficiency/weakness  so  that  States  will  be  able  to  take 
better  corrective  aaions;  and 

(d)  if  the  Slate 's  report  on  the  status  of  grievances/complaints  indicates  substantial  and 
material  noncompliance  with  the  program  requirements,  then  evaluate  the  State's 
program. 

(e)  each  State  will  also  be  subject  to  periodic  financial  audits  to  ensure  that  their  funds 
are  being  allocated  and  expended  appropriately  and  adequate  internal  controls  are  in 
place  which  will  help  ensure  thai  all  monies  are  being  safeguarded.  The  Secretary 
may  condua  such  other  audits  as  deemed  necessary  to  ensure  compliance. 

(4)  The  Secretary  shall  promulgate  regulations  to  revise  the  penalty  process  for  failures  to  meet 
the  program's  performance  goals  and  objectives  and/or  failure  to  generate  reliable  and  valid 
data.  Penalties  will  be  imposed  immediately  after  a  one  year  correaive  action  period. 


Director  of  Office  of  Child  Support  Enforcement 

(1)        The  individual  with  responsibility  for  the  day  to  day  operation  of  the  Federal  Office  of  Child 
Support  Enforcement  shall  have  the  title  of  Director  instead  of  Deputy  Direaor. 


Starring  Study 

Insufficient  staff'  levels  have  been  cited  as  the  greatest  barrier  to  effectively  processing  child  support 
cases.  Despite  significant  State  savings  from  the  program,  staffing  levels  have  not  kept  pace  with 
caseloads  ever  increasing  in  size  and  complexity.  Comprehensive  data  on  staffing  is  almost 
nonexistent.  To  address  this  information  vacuum,  staffing  studies  will  be  conducted  for  each  State 
child  support  enforcement  program,  including  an  assessment  of  the  effects  of  automation  on  human 
resource  needs.  States  can  use  this  information  for  informed  personnel  and  budgetary  decision- 
making. 
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The  Secretary  cf  Health  and  Human  Services  or  a  disinterested  contraaor  shall  ccndua 
staffing  studies  of  each  Slate's  child  support  ei\forcemeta  program.  Such  studies  shall  include 
a  revictv  of  the  automated  case  processing  system  and  central  registry/central  payment  cemer 
requirements  and  include  adjustments  to  future  staffing  if  these  dianges  reduce  staffing  needs. 
Such  staffing  studies  may  be  periodically  repeated  at  the  Secretary's  discretion.  The  Secretary 
shall  report  the  results  of  such  staffing  studies  to  the  Congress  and  the  States. 


Expanded  Outreach 

No  manner  of  child  support  reform  will  be  truly  successful  unless  parents  arc  aware  of  and  have 
reasonable  access  to  services.  Despite  the  fact  that  State  child  support  agencies  are  currently  required 
to  advertise  the  availability  of  services,  many  families  remain  unaware  of  the  program  and  still  others 
find  that  services  are  not  easily  accessible. 

In  addition  to  the  paternity  establishment  outreach  provisions  described  earlier,  the  proposal  will 
require  each  State  to  develop  an  outreach  plan  to  inform  families  of  the  availability  of  IV-D  services 
and  to  provide  broader  access  to  services,  including  initiatives  which  target  the  needs  of  working 
families  and  non-English  speaking  families.  The  Federal  government  will  aid  this  effort  by 
developing  outreach  prototypes  and  a  multi-media  campaign  which  focuses  on  the  positive  effects  a 
noncustodial  parent's  involvement  can  have  on  a  child's  life  as  well  as  the  detrimental  effects  of  a 
parent's  failure  to  participate. 

(1)  In  order  to  broaden  access  to  child  support  services,  each  State  plan  must: 

(a)  respond  to  the  need  for  office  hours  or  other  flexibility  that  provide  parents 
opportunity  to  attend  appointments  without  taking  time  off  of  work;  and 

(b)  develop  and  appropriately  disseminate  materials  in  languages  other  than  English 
where  the  State  has  a  significant  non-English-speaking  population;  staff  or  contractors 
who  can  translate  should  be  reasonably  accessible  for  the  non-English-speaking 
person  provided  services. 

(2)  To  aid  State  outreach  efforts,  OCSE  must: 

(a)  develop  prototype  brochures  that  explain  the  services  available  to  parents  Mth  specific 
information  on  the  types  of  services  available,  the  mandated  time  frames  for  aaion  to 
be  taken,  and  all  relevant  information  about  the  procedures  used  to  apply  for  services; 

(b)  develop  model  public  service  announcements  for  use  by  States  in  publicizing  on  local 
television  and  radio  the  availability  of  child  support  services; 

(c)  develop  model  news  releases  that  States  could  use  to  announce  major  developments  in 
the  program  that  provide  ongoing  ittformation  of  the  availability  of  sendees  and 
details  of  new  programs;  and 

(d)  focus  more  resources  on  reaching  putative  fathers  and  noncustodial  parents  through  a 
multimedia  campaign  that  acknowledges  positively  those  who  comply  and  spotlights 
the  detrimental  effeas  on  a  child  of  a  parent's  failure  to  financially  and  emotionally 
participate  in  the  child 's  life. 
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Customer  Accountability 

Under  current  law,  OCSE  has  few  requirements  regarding  how  IV-D  offices  are  to  interact  with  the 
"customer,"  i.e.,  the  affected  family  members,  and  how  Sute  agencies  should  respond  to  child 
support  customers'  complaints.  Under  the  proposal.  States  will  be  required  to  notify  custodial  parents 
on  a  timely  basis  before  all  scheduled  esublishment  and  modification  hearings  or  conferences.  The 
State  agency  has  14  days  to  provide  a  copy  of  any  subsequent  order  to  the  custodial  parent.  If 
someone  receiving  IV-D  services  feels  the  services  provided  were  inadequate,  he  or  she  may  request  a 
fair  bearing  or  a  formal  review  process.  Complaint  and  disposition  reports  shall  be  forwarded  to  the 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services.  These  reforms  give  the  "customers,"  the  children's 
parents  acting  on  behalf  of  the  children,  the  redress  that  seems  lacking  in  many  States  when  the 
system  fails  to  perform  adequately.  A  mandatory  grievance  system  should  take  care  of  most 
complaints,  with  a  back-up  right  to  sue  in  case  the  State  grievance  system  inadequately  resolves 
serious  deficiencies  of  the  program. 


0}  State  agencies  shall  notify  custodial  parents  in  a  timely  manner  of  all  hearings  or  conferences 
in  which  child  support  obligations  might  be  established  or  modified; 

(2)  State  agencies  shall  provide  custodial  parents  with  a  copy  of  any  order  thafistablishes  or 
modifies  a  child  support  obligation  within  14  days  of  the  issuance  of  such  order; 

(3)  An  individual  receiving  IV-D  services  shall  have  timely  access  to  a  State  fair  hearing  or  a 
formal,  internal  complaint-review  process,  according  to  regulations  established  by  the 
Secretary,  provided  that  there  is  no  stay  of  enforcement  as  a  result  of  the  pending  request 
(reports  of  complaints  and  dispositions  shall  also  be  reported  to  the  Secretary); 

(4)  It  is  the  intent  of  Congress  that  the  express  purpose  of  Title  fV-D  is  to  assist  children  and 
their  families  in  colleaing  child  support  owed  to  them.  Individuals  who  are  injured  by  a 
State's  failure  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  Federal  law,  including  State  plan 
requirements  of  various  titles  of  the  Social  Security  Act,  should  be  able  to  seek  redress  in 
Federal  court.  (No  specific  private  cause  of  aaion  to  enforce  child  support  provisions  of  the 
law  are  contained  herein  because  there  is  already  a  private  cause  of  action  under  42  U.S.C. 
1983  to  redress  State  and  local  officials' violations  of  Federal  child  support  statutes.) 

Effective  Date 

Unless  otherwise  stated  in  the  Appendix,  the  amendments  made  by  this  Act  shall  take  effect  on 
October  1,  1994. 
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IV.   GUARANTEEING  SOME  LEVEL  OF  CHILD  SUPPORT  - 

CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT  AND 

ASSURANCE  DEMONSTRATIONS 

Improving  child  support  enforcement  is  absolutely  essential  if  we  are  going  to  make  it  possible  for 
people  to  move  from  welfare  to  work.  Single  parents  cannot  be  expected  to  bear  the  entire  financial 
burden  of  supporting  their  children  alone.  We  have  to  do  everything  possible  to  ensure  that  the  non- 
custodial parent  also  contributes  to  the  support  of  his  or  her  child.  Still,  there  will  be  cases  where  the 
support  from  the  non-custodial  parent  will  not  be  available;  for  instance,  in  cases  where  the  non- 
custodial parent  has  been  laid  off  from  a  job  or  presently  has  very  low  income. 

Child  Support  Enforcement  and  Assurance  (CSEA)  is  a  program  that  will  provide  a  minimum  insured 
child  support  payment  to  the  custodial  parent  even  when  the  noncustodial  parent  was  unable  to  pay. 
With  such  a  program,  a  combination  of  work  and  child  support  could  support  a  family  out  of  welfare 
and  provide  some  real  fmancial  security.  Unlike  traditional  welfare.  Child  Support  Enforcement  and 
Assurance  will  encourage  work  because  it  allows  single  parents  to  combine  earnings  with  the  child 
support  payment  without  penalty.  Also,  according  to  some  experts.  Child  Support  Enforcement  and 
Assurance  will  change  the  incentives  for  a  mother  to  get  an  award  in  place  and  it  will  focus  attention 
on  the  noncustodial  parent  as  a  source  of  support. 

No  State  currently  has  a  Child  Support  Enforcement  and  Assurance  program,  although  the  Child 
Assistance  Program  (CAP)  in  New  York  State  has  some  similar  features.  Many  Sutes  have 
expressed  an  interest  in  trying  a  Child  Support  Enforcement  and  Assurance  program,  provided  that 
some  federal  assistance  and  direction  could  be  provided.  Major  questions  surround  such  programs  - 
costs,  implementation  strategies,  anti-poverty  effectiveness,  the  effect  on  AFDC  participation,  etc. 
And  unless  the  Slate  really  does  a  good  job  in  enforcement,  there  is  as  question  about  whether  such  a 
program  lets  the  noncustodial  parent  off  the  hook  for  payment. 

State  demonsuations  will  be  used  to  try  out  Child  Support  Enforcement  and  Assurance  with  States 
being  allowed  some  State  flexibility  to  try  different  approaches.  Evaluations  of  the  demonstrations 
will  be  conducted  and  used  to  make  recommendations  for  future  policy  directions. 


(1)        Congress  will  authorize  and  expropriate  funds  far  three  CSEA  demonstration  programs: 

(a)  Each  demonstration  will  last  seven  to  ten  years.  An  interim  report  will  be  due  four 
years  after  approval  of  the  demonstration  grant. 

(b)  The  Secretary  shall  determine  from  the  interim  reports  whether  the  programs  should 
be  extended  beyond  seven  to  ten  years  and  whether  additional  State  programs  should 
be  recommended,  based  on  various  factors  that  include  the  economic  impact  of  CSEA 
on  both  the  noncustodial  and  custodial  parents,  the  rate  of  noncustodial  parents '  Mid 
support  compliance  in  cases  where  CSEA  has  been  received  by  the  custodial  parent, 
the  impact  of  CSEA  on  work-force  participation  and  AFDC  participation,  the  anti- 
poverxy  effectiveness  of  CSEA,  the  effect  on  paternity  establishment  rates,  and  any 
other  factors  the  Secretary  nuiy  cite. 

(c)  As  part  of  the  demonstrations,  some  States  will  have  the  option  of  creating  work 
programs  so  that  noncustodial  parents  could  work  off  the  support  if  they  have  no 
income. 
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(d)  The  demonstration  projects  are  based  on  a  90%/10%  Federal/State  match  rate  (the 
higher  federal  match  applies  only  to  administrative  costs  attributable  to  the  program 
and  that  portion  of  the  benefits  that  does  not  represent  the  reduction  in  AFDC  due  to 
receipt  of  the  CSEA  benefit.) 

(e)  The  Secretary  may  terminate  the  demonstrations  if  the  Secretary  determines  that  the 
State  conducting  the  demonstrations  is  not  in  substantial  compliance  with  the  terms  of 
the  approved  application. 

(f)  The  Secretary  may  approve  both  state-wide  demonstrations  and  demonstrations  that 
are  less  than  state-wide. 

(g)  The  Secretary  shall  develop  standards  for  evaluation  including  appropriate  random 
assignment  requirements. 

(2)        The  child  support  assurance  criteria  for  the  State  demonstration  programs  will  require  that: 

(a)  the  CSEA  program  be  administered  by  the  State  FV-D  agency,  or  at  State  option,  its 
department  of  revenue;  in  order  to  be  eligible  to  participate  in  the  CSEA  program. 
States  must  ensure  that  their  automated  systems  that  include  child  support  cases  are 
fully  able  to  meet  the  CSEA  program's  processing  demands,  timely  distribute  the 

CSEA  benefit,  and  interface  with  an  in-house  (or  have  on-line  access  to  a)  central 
statewide  registry  of  CSEA  cases. 

(b)  States  are  provided  flexibility  in  designing  the  benefit  scales  within  the  following 
parameters:  benefit  levels  between  $1,500  per  year  for  one  child  and  $3,000  per  year 
for  four  or  more  children  and  benefit  levels  between  $3,000  per  year  for  one  child  and 
$4,500  per  year  for  four  or  more  children. 

(c)  CSEA  basic  benefit  amounts  are  indexed  to  the  adjusted  Consumer  Price  Index. 

(d)  CSEA  benefits  are  counted  as  private  child  support  for  the  purpose  of  eligibility  for 
other  government  programs; 

(e)  CSEA  benefits  are  deducted  dollar  for  dollar  from  an  AFDC  grant,  except  that  in  low 
benefit  States,  the  Secretary  shall  have  discretion  to  approve  applications  for 
programs  with  less  than  a  dollar  for  dollar  deduction.  (Also,  where  CSEA  removes 
someone  from  the  AFDC  grant.  States  may,  at  their  option,  continue  eligibility  for 
other  related  benefits  that  would  have  been  provided  under  the  AFDC  grant.)  If  a 
Slate  chooses  it  may  supplement  the  CSEA  basic  benefit  amount  by  paying  the  FMAP 
contribution  of  any  supplement  up  to  $25,  and  all  of  any  supplement  over  $25. 

(f)  CSEA  eligibility  is  limited  to  children  who  have  paternity  and  support  established. 
Waivers  from  this  requirement  may  be  granted  only  in  cases  of  rape,  incest,  and 
danger  of  physical  abuse. 

(g)  CSEA  benefits  are  treated  as  income  to  the  custodial  parent  for  State  and  Federal  tax 
purposes.  At  the  end  of  the  calendar  year,  the  State  will  send  each  CSEA  recipient  a 
statement  of  the  amount  of  CSEA  provided  and  private  child  support  paid  during  the 
calendar  year.  If  the  CSEA  benefits  exceed  the  support  collected,  the  difference  is 
taxable  as  ordinary  income. 
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(h)  money  colleaed  from  the  noncustodial  parent  be  distributed  first  to  pay  current 
support,  then  CSEA  arrearages,  then  family  support  arrearages  (see  distribution 
section  of  enforcement),  then  AFDC  debts. 

0)  in  cases  of  joint  and/or  split  custody,  a  person  is  eligible  for  CSEA  if  there  is  a 
support  award  that  exceeds  the  minimum  insured  benefit  or  the  court  or  agency  setting 
the  award  certifies  that  the  child  support  award  will  be  below  the  minimum  CSEA 
benefit  if  the  guidelines  for  sole  custody  were  applied  to  either  parent. 


V.  ENHANCING  RESPONSIBILITY  AND  OPPORTUNITY 
FOR  NON-CUSTODIAL  PARENTS 


Access  and  Visitation  Grants  to  States 

Cliildren  need  emotional  and  social  support  of  both  parents,  as  well  as  financial  support.  While  it  is 
necessary  to  clearly  distinguish  between  obligations  for  financial  support  and  other  parent-child 
interactions,  positive  parent-child  interactions  may  have  an  effect  on  support  payment  compliance  as 
well  as  other  aspects  of  child  well-being.  There  is  also  evidence  that  many  parent$"need  help  in 
understanding  how  to  implement  cooperative  parenting  after  a  divorce  or  separation  occurs  and  that 
children  are  harmed  by  the  continuation  of  hostile  relationships  between  their  parents.  The  Family 
Support  Act  of  1988  authorized  Access  demonstration  to  determine  if  such  projects  reduced  the 
amount  of  time  required  to  resolve  access  disputes,  reduced  litigation  relating  to  access  disputes,  and 
improved  compliance  in  the  payment  of  support.  These  demonstrations  are  coming  to  a  close  and 
there  is  no  provision  for  the  on-going  funding  of  additional  projects. 

This  proposal  will  supplement  State  efforts  to  provide  increased  support  for  access  and  visiution 
projects  which  reinforce  the  need  for  children  to  have  continued  access  to  and  visitation  by  both 
parents. 

(I)  Grants  will  be  made  to  States  for  access  and  visitation  related  programs;  including  mediation 
(both  voluntary  and  mandatory),  counseling,  education,  development  of  parenting  plans, 
visitation  enforcement  including  monitoring,  supervision  and  neutral  drop  off  and  pick  up  and 
development  of  guidelines  for  visitation  and  alternative  custody  arrangements. 

(a)        The  Administration  for  Children  and  Families,  Department  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  will  administer  the  program. 

(a)        States  will  be  required  to  monitor  and  evaluate  their  programs:    evaluation  and 
reporting  requirements  will  be  determined  by  the  Secretary: 

(c)  States  may  sub-grant  or  contract  with  courts,  local  public  agencies  or  to  private  non- 
profit agencies  to  carry  out  the  approved  grant  work: 

(d)  Program(s)  operating  under  the  grant  will  not  have  to  be  state-wide: 
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(e)  Funding  will  be  authorized  as  a  capped  entitlement  under  section  FV-D  of  the  Social 
Security  Aa.  State  grantees  will  receive  funding  at  the  regular  FFP  program  rate. 
Projects  will  be  required  to  supplement  rather  than  supplant  State  funds. 

Training  and  Employment  for  Noncustodial  Parents 

{Sec  JOBS/TlME-LiMiTS  AND  WORK  Specifications] 

Demonstration  Grants  for  Paternity  and  Parenting  Programs 

[See  Technical  Assistance,  Evaluation  and  Demonstrations  Specifications] 
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EFFECTIVE  DATES  FOR  IMPLEMENTING  REFORMS 

The  following  schedule  assumes  passage  of  Federal  legislation  before  October  1,  1994.  Legislation 
amending  existing  Federal  statutes  outside  of  Title  IV-D  of  the  Social  Security  Act  is  effective  upon 
enactment  unless  stated  otherwise.  Legislation  amending  Federal  responsibilities  under  Title  IV-D  is 
effective  October  1,  1994. 

Any  Sute  requirement  that  requires  legislation  to  be  effective  within  two  years  of  the  date  of 
enactment  of  the  Federal  legislation  should  have  an  additional  caveat:  '...or,  if  the  State  legislature 
meets  biennially,  within  three  months  after  the  close  of  its  first  regular  session  that  begins  after 
enactment  of  this  bill.* 


Proposed  Requirement 

Paternity 

New  paternity  measurement 

FFP  -  paternity  (see  FFP  phase  in  below) 

Performance-based  incentives 

Federally  approved  Sute  incentives/demos 

State/health  care  provider  information 

Simplified  paternity  procedures 
Sute  outreach  requirements 
Enhanced  FFP  (90%)  for  paternity  outreach 
Cooperation  and  good  cause  requirements 
Accreditation  of  genetic  testing  labs 
fed  regulations 
effective  for  1st  new  State  contract 

Administrative  authority  for  establishment 


Effective  Date 


Oct.  1.  1995 

Oct.  1,  1997 

Oct.  1,  1996 

Oct.  1.  1996 

Oct.  1,  1996 

Oct.  1,  1995 

Oct.  1,  1996 

Oct.  1,  1995 

10  months  after  enaament 

Oct.  1,  1995 
Oct.  1,  1995 
Oct.  1.  1997 


National  Commission  on  Child  Support  Guidelines 
Authorized 
Named  by 
Report  due 

Review  and  Adjustment  for  Cases 

Distribution  Changes 

New  priority/multiple  orders 

Treatment  of  child  support  in  AFDC  cases 

Tax  offset-returns  filed 


Oct.  1,  1994 
March  1,  1995 
July  1,  1997 

Oct.  1.2000 


Oct.  1,  1997 
Oct.  1,  1995 
after  Jan.  1.  1996 


Central  State  Registry 

Automated  requirements  tied  to 
current  FSA/OCSE  requirements 
Other  requirements 

Central  Payment  Center 

Centralized  collection/distribution  start  up 
Statewide  distribution 


Oct.  1.  1995 
Oct.  1.  1997 


Oct.  1,  1997 
Oct.  1,  1998 
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Administrative  Action  to  Change  Payee  Oct.  1,  1995 

National  Child  Support  Registry 

Funding  Oct.  1,  1994 

On-line/fully  operational  Oct.  1,  1997 

National  Directory  of  New  Hires 

Funding  Oct.  1,  1995 

On-line  for  all  States  Jan.  1,  1997 

Universal  ER  reporting  requirements  Jan.  1,  1997 

Feasibility  Study  (STAWRS,  SSA,  AHSA) 

Funded  Oct.  1.  1994 

Let  Dec.  1.  1994 

Due  June  1,  1995 

HHS/IRS  decision  Aug.  1,  1995 

Expanded  FPLS 

Funding  Oct.  1.  1994 

On-line/ftilly  operational  Oct.  1,  1997    ""' 

Union  Hall  Cooperation  -  State  Laws  Oct.  1,  1995 

Studies:  Locate  and  Credit  Reporting  Agencies 

Funded  Oct.  1,  1995 

Let  Dec.  1.  1995 

Due  Dec.  1.  1996 

IRS  Data  (IRS  and  State  changes)  Oct.  1.  1995 
IRS  Tax  Offset-  Effective  for  returns                       after  Jan.  1,  1996 

IRS  Full  Collection 

Nonautomated  changes  Oct.  1,  1995 

Automated  funding  Oct.  1,  1994 

Automated  IRS  implementation  Oct.  1,  1995 

Interstate  Enforcement 

UIFSA  Oegis.  flexible  until  1/1/96)  Oct.  1,  1995 
Federal  request  for  information 

OCSE  distributes  form  Oct.  1,  1995 

nationwide  force  effective  Oct.  1,  1995 

Other  State  laws  Oct.  1    1995 

Other  Enforcement  Measures 

State  enforcement  law  changes  Oct.  1,  1995 

Exception:  liens  and  immediate  wage 

withholding  in  all  non-IV-D  cases  Oct.  1,  1997 
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Privacy  Protections 


Federal  regulations 

Oct.  1 

,  1995 

State  implementation 

0«.  1 

.  1996 

Federal  Financial  Participation 

66%  to  69% 

Oct.  1 

,  1995 

70%  to  72% 

Oct.  1 

.1996 

73%  to  75% 

Oct.  1 

,  1997 

Incentives 

Federal  reg  promulgation 

Oct.  1 

.  1995 

Paternity  standard 

Oct.  1 

.1997 

Overall  performance 

Oct.  1 

.  1997 

Enhanced  (80%)  ADP  System  Enhancement 

Stan  up 

Oct.  1 

.  1994 

Sunsets 

Oct.  1 

,  1999 

State/Federal  Maintenance  of  Effort 

Oct.  1 

,  1997 

Revolving  Loan  Fund 

Oct.  1 

.  1995 

Training/Technical  Assistance 

OCSE  begins  its  efforts 

Oct.  1 

.  1994 

Audit  and  Technical  Assistance 

Technical  assistance  funding 

Oct.  1 

,  1994 

Federal  audit  regulations 

Oct.  1 

.  1995 

State-based  audit  requirements 

Oct.  1 

.  1996 

Staffmg  Studies  Funded 

Oct.  1 

,  1994 

Studies  completed 

Oct.  1 

.1996 

Outreach 

Sutes  begin  to  meet  goals 

Oct.  1 

.  1995 

OCSE  requirements/funding 

Oct.  1 

,1995 

Customer  Accountability 

Fair  hearings 

Federal  regulations 

Oct.  1 

.1995 

State  implemenution 

Oct.  1 

.  1996 

Child  Support  Enforcement  and  Assurance  (CSEA) 

Demonstrations 

Fed/State  funding  for  CSEA 

Oct.  1 

.  1995 

State  interim  reports 

Jan.  1, 

,  1999 

State  final  reports 

Oct.  1 

.2002-5 

Federal  reports  to  Congress 

Apr.  1 

.2005 

Federal  administrative  funding 

Oct.  1 

.  1994 

Federal  regulations 

Oct.  1 

.  1995 
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Improving  Government  Assistance  [TiUe  vu.  Title  vni 

A.         rationalization  and  SIMPLinCATION  ACROSS  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS 

The  rationalization  and  simplification  of  assistance  programs  is  something  of  the  holy  grail  of  welfare 
reform-always  sought,  never  realized.  The  reasons  are  many:  different  goals  of  different  programs, 
varied  constituencies,  Departmental  differences,  divergent  Congressional  committee  Jurisdictions,  and 
the  inevitable  creation  of  winners  and  losers  from  changing  the  status  quo.  Yet  everyone  agrees  that 
recipients,  administrators,  and  taxpayers  are  all  losers  from  the  current  complexity.  Below  are 
several  proposals  for  reform.  The  proposals  do  not  make  substantial  changes  in  program  structures. 
Rather,  the  proposals  achieve  simplification  by  streamlining  administrative  processes  and  by 
conformng  program  rules  between  the  AFDC  and  Food  Stamp  programs.  The  proposals  modify 
existing  rules  that  create  unnecessary  complexity  and  confusion  for  program  administrators  and 
recipients.  The  proposal  also  supports  the  expansion  of  Electronic  Benefits  Transfer  (EBT)  programs 
for  delivering  Federal  and  State  government  benefits.  Nationwide  expansion  was  recommended  by  the 
Vice  President 's  National  Performance  Review  as  a  means  of  reducing  fraud,  streamlining  benefit 
delivery,  and  saving  taxpayers  money.  No  legislative  or  regulatory  provisions  are  included  in  the 
welfare  reform  proposal  specific  to  the  EBT  expansion,  although  the  two  initiatives  are  complementary 
in  their  commitment  to  improve  government  assistance. 

1.     RESOURCES 

(A)        General 

Current  L^w 

The  Social  Security  Act  and  implementing  regulations  set  a  $1,000  limit  (or  a  lower  limit  at  State 
option)  on  the  equity  value  of  resources  that  a  family  may  have  and  be  eligible  for  AFDC.  Excluded 
from  consideration  as  countable  resources  are  the  home  owned  and  occupied  by  the  family;  an 
automobile  with  a  maximum  equity  value  of  SI, 500  (or  a  lower  limit  at  State  option);  bona  fide 
funeral  agreements  with  a  maximum  equity  value  of  $1,500  for  each  family  member  (or  lower  limit  set 
by  the  State);  one  burial  plot  for  each  family  member;  and  real  property  for  a  period  of  6  consecutive 
months  (or  9  consecutive  months  at  State  option)  which  the  family  Is  malting  a  good  faith  effort  to 
sell.  Under  certain  conditions,  States  may  establish  rules  regarding  transfer  of  resources 
in  order  to  obtain  or  retain  eligibility. 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  and  implementing  regulations  set  a  $2,000  limit  (or  $3.(X)0for  a  household  mth 
a  member  age  60  or  over)  on  the  value  of  resources  a  household  may  have  and  participate  in  the 
program.  The  Aa  does  not  specify  how  the  value  of  resources  is  to  be  detemdned,  but  provides  for 
uniform  national  eligibility  standards  for  income  and  resources.  State  agencies  are  prohibited  from 
imposing  any  other  standards  of  eligibility.  Households  in  wMch  each  member  receives  AFDC,  SSI, 
or  general  assistance  from  certain  programs  do  not  have  to  pass  the  food  stamp  resource  eligibility 
test.  Regulations  exclude  from  resources  the  value  of  one  burial  plot  per  family  member  and  the  cash 
value  of  life  insurance  policies.  Also  excluded  is  real  property  \Mch  the  household  is  making  a  good 
faith  effort  to  sell  at  a  reasonable  price  and  which  has  not  been  sold.  There  is  no  specific  exclusion 
for  burial  plans  (funeral  agreements).  Any  amount  that  can  be  withdrawn  from  a  funeral  contraa 
without  an  obligation  to  repay  is  counted  as  a  resource. 

Food  Stamp  law  prohibits  the  transfer  of  resources  within  the  3-month  period  prior  to  application.  A 
household  that  knowingly  transfers  resources  for  the  purposes  of  qualifying  or  attempting  to  qualify 
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for  food  stamps  shall  be  ineligible  to  participate  in  the  program  for  a  period  of  up  to  one  year  from 
the  date  of  discovery  of  the  transfer. 

Vision 

Both  the  AFDC  and  Food  Stamps  programs  serve  similar  needy  populations.  Yet,  because  the  rules 
for  treatment  of  both  the  amounts  and  categories  of  resources  are  different  in  each  program, 
resources  that  meet  one  program 's  requirement  can  result  in  ineligibility  under  the  other. 
Both  programs  have  substantially  d\fferent  rules  for  evaluating  the  resources  of  that  needy  group, 
forcing  welfare  administrators  to  apply  different  program  rules  to  the  same  resources  in  the  same 
family.  The  following  legislative  proposal  would  reduce  the  current  administrative  complexity  and 
confusion  for  welfare  administrators  and  recipients  by  providing  uniform  treatment  of  assets  where 
appropriate. 

Spe<?ific^ti(?ng 

Require  the  Secretaries  in  both  D^artments  to  develop  uniform  resource  exclusion  policies  in  the 
following  areas,  by  October  1,  1996: 

(a)  Resource  Limits:    Increase  the  AFDC  resource  limit  to  $2,000  (or  $3,000  for  a  household 
with  a  member  age  60  or  over)  to  conform  to  the  Food  Stamp  resource  limit. 

(b)  The  Secretary  of  HHS  shall  specify  in  regulations  the  valuation  of  an  automobile. 

(c)  F^gur;?  Exclygipn?: 

(i)  Real  Property:  Propose  legislation  to  amend  the  Social  Security  A«  to  exclude  real 
property  which  the  AFDC  femily  is  making  a  good  faith  effort  to  sell  at  a  reasonable  price 
and  which  has  not  been  sold,  to  conform  to  the  Food  Stamp  policy. 

C>i)  Cash  Surrender  Value  of  Life  Insurance  Policies:  Propose  legislation  to  amend  the 
Social  Security  Act  to  totally  exclude  the  cash  surrender  value  of  life  insurance 
policies  under  the  AFDC  program  to  conform  lo  the  Food  Stamp  policy. 

Oil)  Transfer  of  Resources:  Propose  legislation  to  provide  that  a  household  that 
knowingly  transfers  resources  for  the  purposes  of  qualifying  or  attempting  to  qualify 
for  AFDC  shall  be  ineligible  for  benefits  for  a  period  of  up  to  one  year  from  the  date 
of  discovery  of  the  transfer.  This  proposal  conforms  to  the  Food  Stamp  policy. 

Rationale 

The  administrative  complexity  that  exists  in  implying  certain  resource  requirements  in  the  AFDC  and 
Food  Stamp  programs  will  be  greatly  reduced  under  the  proposed  changes.  Welfare  administrators 
will  be  able  to  apply  the  same  rules  to  the  same  resources  for  the  same  family.  These  conforming 
changes  achieve  simplification  by  streamlining  the  administrative  processes  in  both  programs. 
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(B)        Asset  Accumulation  •  Individual  Development  Accounts 

Cvrrgnt  Law 

Jht  Social  Security  Aa  and  implementing  regulatiom  set  a  $1,000  limit  (or  a  lower  limit  at  State 
option)  on  the  eqidty  value  of  resources  that  a  family  may  have  and  be  eligible  for  AFDC,  wttA  only 


The  Food  Stamp  Aa  and  implementing  regulations  set  a  S2.000  limit  (or  $3,(XX)fbr  a  household  with 
a  member  age  60  or  over)  on  the  value  of  resources  a  household  may  have  and 
participaie  in  the  Program.  Section  13925  of  Pub.  L.  103-66  of  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation 
Aa  provides  that  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture  shall  condua,  for  a  period  not  to  exceed  4  years, 
projeas  to  test  allowing  not  more  than  11,000  households  nationwide  to  accumulate  up  to  $10,000 
each  in  excluded  resources.  These  assets  are  for  later  expenditures  for  a  purpose  direaly  related  to 
improving  the  education,  training  or  employability  fincluding  self-employment)  of  household  members, 
for  the  purchase  of  a  home  for  the  household,  for  a  change  in  the  household's  residence,  or  for 
making  major  repairs  to  the  household's  home. 

Vision 

Welfare  rtform  should  include  strategies  to  test  the  notion  that  one  way  out  of  welfare  for  some  people 
is  through  empowering  them  to  start  their  own  businesses  and  encouraging  them  to  save  their 
earnings  to  build  for  the  future.  During  the  campaign,  the  President  endorsed  the  idea  of  helping 
welfare  recipients  help  themselves  by  proposing  to  increase  the  number  of  ndcroenterprises  and 
establish  Individual  Development  Accounts  (IDAs).  These  legislative  proposals  would  promote  self- 
sufficiency  by  encouragir.g  recipients  to  accumulate  savings,  assets  and  start  their  own  businesses. 

An  IDA  is  an  optional  earnings-bearing,  tax-benefttted  trust  account  in  the  name  of  one  person.  An 
IDA  would  be  held  in  a  licensed,  federally-insured  financial  institution.  Withdrawals  can  be  made 
from  the  account  only  for  qualified  purposes,  which  include:  first  home  purchase,  post-secondary 
education  (college/long-term  training),  or  business  development  (ndcroenterprises).  There  would  be 
penalties  for  non-designated  use  of  the  account.  Participant  eligibility  would  be  determined  by  the 
State  agency  using  Federal  guidelines.  Monies  placed  into  an  IDA  account  by  an  AFDC  and  Food 
Stamp  recipient  would  be  disregarded  for  purposes  of  determining  resource  limits,  up  to  $10,000.  All 
income  placed  into  an  IDA  would  be  tax  deferred.  An  individual  would  retain  the  IDA  after  leaving 
welfare,  but  would  still  be  required  to  use  the  resources  for  specified  purposes  or  would  face 
penalties. 

The  tax  laws  will  be  amended  to  allow  for  the  establishment  of  IDAs;  DHHS  and  USD  A  regulations 
will  set  the  limit  at  $10,000;  subsidized  IDAs  Mill  be  established  on  a  demonstration  basis; 
unsubsidized  IDAs  will  also  be  permitted  for  qualified  individuals  not  involved  in  a  demonstration. 
Current  recipients  (and  applicants  with  established  IDAs)  for  both  the  AFDC  and  Food  Stamp 
programs  can  establish  IDAs  and  have  their  savings  and  interest  excluded.  States,  at  their  option, 
could  pursue  this  approach  to  promoting  self-sufficiency. 

Specifications 

I.  National  Unsuhsidized  IDA  Program 

(a)         At  Sute  option,  allow  IDAs  to  be  established  by  Federally  insured  financial  institutions  to  be 
used   exclusively  to   pay   for  post-secondary   education  or   training   expenses,    first-home 
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purchases,  or  business  capitalization  where  there  is  a  qualified  plan.     Effertive  October  1, 
1996. 

(b)  Recipients  of  Food  Stamps  and  APDC  are  eligible  for  participation  in  the  IDA  program. 
Individuals  otherwise  eligible  for  the  Earned  Income  Tax  Credit  shall  be  permitted  to  establish 
IDAS,  but  some  restrictions  apply  (specifically  see  provision  ftv)  below). 

(i)  Annual  contributions  shall  not  exceed  the  lesser  of  $1,000  or  100%  of  all  income, 
excluding  public  assistance,  with  a  total  account  limit  of  $10,000  per  family. 

00       The  total  amount  in  an  IDA  shall  not  exceed  $10,000. 

Oii)  If  the  accounts  are  established  while  a  family  is  on  AFDC  or  Food  Stamps,  the  IDA 
account  balance  will  not  count  against  a  family's  resource  limits.  Families  who  leave 
the  rolls  after  opening  an  account  can  continue  the  account.  If  the  family  re-applies 
for  AFDC  or  Food  Stamps  at  a  later  date,  their  IDA  savings  and  interest,  up  to 
$10,000,  are  excluded. 

C>v)  If  an  IDA-eligible  individual  establishes  an  IDA  while  not  receiving  AFDC  or  Food 
Stamps  (for  example,  upon  receiving  an  ETTC  payment  under  the  subsidized  IDA 
demonstration)  and  subsequently  applies  for  assistance  to  either  program,  the  amount 
in  the  IDA  shall  be  applied  against  the  resource  limits  for  purposes  of  determining 
eligibility. 

(c)  The  penalty  for  a  withdrawal  from  an  unsubsidized  IDA  for  pi'rposes  other  than  those 
specified  will  be  10  percent  of  the  amount  withdrawn  that  is  includable  in  income. 

2.         Subsidized  Individual  Development  Account  ODA)  Demonstration 

(a)  Amend  the  tax  laws  to  allow  States,  localities,  and  community  development  financial 
institutions  to  apply  to  receive  grants  to  operate  6-year  IDA  demonstration  projects.  Project 
grants  will  be  awarded  by  the  Community  Development  Bank  and  Financial  Institutions  Fund 
on  a  competitive  basis  and  must  be  renewed  annually.  Authorized  levels  are  $10  million  in 
fiscal  year  1997  and  2002  and  $20  million  for  fiscal  years  1998  -  2001.  Effective  October  1, 
1996. 

(i)  $500  in  initial  fmancial  assistance  will  be  placed  into  accounts  established  for  project 
participants  who  establish  IDAs  so  banks  are  willing  to  set  up  the  accounts.  In  addition, 
participant  contributions  may  be  subsidized  in  amounts  ranging  from  $.50  to  $4  for  each 
$1  deposited,  not  to  exceed  $2,500.  Total  individual  IDA  amounts  may  not  exceed 
$10,000. 

(ii)  Eligible  participants  are  households  with:  at  least  one  member  eligible  for  EITC,  an 
adjusted  gross  income  not  in  excess  of  $18,000,  and  a  net  worth  not  in  excess  of 
$20,000. 

(iii)  Grantees  will  maintain  a  reserve  fund  to  be  spent  on  assisting  participants  in  achieving 
self-sufficiency,  administering  the  project,  and  to  collect  evaluation  information. 

(iv)       Grantees  must  submit  annual  reports  on  the  progress  of  their  project. 
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(v)  The  Fund  will  contract  for  an  independent  evaluation  of  individual  demonstration  projects 
describing  project  features,  assessing  levels  of  self-sufficiency  and  benefit  reduaion 
achieved,  levels  of  assets  accumulated,  and  their  effects. 

(vi)  The  penalty  for  a  non-designated  withdrawal  ftx>m  a  subsidized  IDA  will  be  die  total 
amount  of  the  subsidy  and  10  percent  of  the  individual's  contribution  of  the  amount 
withdrawn. 

3.  Self-Emplovment/Microenternrise  Demonstration 

(a)  Through  a  memorandum  of  understanding,  HHS  and  SBA  will  Jointly  develop  and  administer 
a  minimum  S-year,  self-employment/microenterprise  demonstration  program.  Consultation 
with  Agriculture,  HUD  and  Labor  is  also  required.  Participants  must  be  persons  with  incomes 
below  130  percent  of  poverty  or  persons  participating  in  JOBS,  WORK  or  AFDC-only,  with 
the  percentage  of  welfare  recipients  to  be  established  by  the  agencies.  Local  intermediaries 
(organizations  or  consortium  of  organizations)  will  apply  to  enter  into  agreements  to 
demonstrate  the  program.  Authorized  amounts  shall  be  ^4  million  for  fiscal  years  97  and  02 
and  S8  million  for  fiscal  years  1998  •  2001.  Effective  October  1,  1996. 

CO  HHS  and  SBA,  in  consultation  wiA  public  and  private  organizationsrwill  identify 
promising  program  models  currently  used  to  provide  self-employment  and  related  services 
to  low-income  individuals  and  design  a  demonstration  to  evaluate,  using  a  randomized 
experimental  design,  at  least  two  types  of  models  with  contrasting  levels  of  technical 
assistance.  The  agencies  may  fund  up  to  five  other  projects  with  designs  that  do  not  lend 
themselves  to  a  randomized  experiment. 

Cii)  HHS  and  SBA  may  provide  technical  assistance,  grants,  loan  guarantees  and  loans  to 
intermediaries. 

CiiO  In  selecting  intermediaries,  SBA  and  HHS  will  take  into  consideration  the  applicant's 
record  of  success,  program  design,  capacity  and  other  criteria. 

Civ)  Intermediaries  must  ha^'e  contracts  with  the  local  JOBS  agency  such  that  JOBS  and 
WORK  program  funds  will  be  used  to  provide  supportive  services  including  training 
and  technical  assistance  for  participants  who  are  wdfare  recipients. 

(v)  Preliminary  and  final  effectiveness  evaluation  rq>orts  together  with  recommendations  must 
be  submitted  to  the  President  and  Congress.  A  report  on  barriers  is  also  required.  The 
evaluation  study  shall  take  into  consideration  increase  in  self-sufficiency,  reduced  costs  of 
public  support,  number  of  businesses  and  jobs  created,  cost-«ffeaiveness,  and  program 
effeaiveness.  Early  and  regular  feedback  to  the  participating  intermediaries  is  also 
specified. 

4.  Other  Legislative  Changes 

(a)  The  Social  Security  Act  and  the  Food  Stamp  Act  will  be  amended,  as  appropriate,  to  comport 
with  the  changes  in  the  tax  laws.  In  addition,  amendments  will  be  drafted  to  include  the 
following  provisions: 

(i)  Lump  sum  income:  Non-recurring  lump  sum  income  will  not  be  counted  for  resource 
purposes  in  the  month  of  receipt  or  the  following  month  if  put  in  an  IDA. 
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(ii)        The  total  exclusion  for  an  AFDC  assistance  unit  or  Food  Stamp  household  is  $10,000. 

Rationale 

IDAS  and  other  set-asides  provide  welfare  recipients  the  opportunity  to  be  entrepreneurs  in  the  private 
seaor  and  accumulate  savings  for  specific  purposes.  Tliis  t^proach  promotes  self-sufficiency  by 
empowering  them  to  start  their  own  businesses  and  encouraging  them  to  save  money  they  earn  to 
build  for  their  future.  Additionally,  the  money  saved  in  IDAs  might  be  used  by  participants  for 
educational  and  training  purposes,  thus  saving  local  program  resources. 

(Q       Microenterprise  (Seir-Employment) 

Current  Law 

Resource  Exclusions 

Under  Federal  AFDC  policy,  except  for  real  property.  States  may  disregard  for  AFDC  purposes 
income-producing  property  (as  defined  by  the  State)  of  self-employed  individuals.  States  may  also 
disregard  income-producing  property  owried  by  a  recipient  who  is  not  currently  employe^,  but  who  the 
State  reasonably  expects  to  return  to  worL  Federal  regulations  at  45  CFR  233.30(a)(3)(xxi)  require 
that  States  disregard,  for  AFDC  purposes,  bona  fide  loans  from  any  source  for  any  purpose  that  meet 
the  criteria  set  out  in  the  State  Plan. 

Section  5(g)(2)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Aa  and  implementing  regulations  at  7  CFR  273.8(e)(4),  (5).  (6). 
(9),  (15)  and  (16)  exclude  'property  which  annually  produces  income  consistent  with  its  fair  market 
value;  property  which  is  essential  to  the  self-employment  of  a  household  member;  installment  contracts 
for  the  sale  of  lands  and  buildings,  if  the  contraa  ...  is  producing  income  consistent  with  fait  market 
value;  resources.,  of.  self-employed  persons,  which  has  been  prorated  as  income;"  non-liquid  assets 
with  liens  resulting  from  business  loans;  and  real  or  personal  property  that  is  needed  for  maintenance 
of  certain  vehicles. 

Sp^gifigatignj 

(a)  Amend  the  Social  Security  and  Food  Stamp  Acts  to  give  the  respective  Secretaries  the 
authority  to  specify  in  regulations  exclusions  necessary  for  self-employment.  Require  that 
these  regulations  be  prepared  jointly  and  demonstrate  consistency  between  the  two  programs. 

(b)  Amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  to  exclude  business  loans  from  resources. 

Patipnalg 

Current  AFDC  policy  does  not  permit  funds  necessary  for  die  operation  of  a  microenterprise  to  be 
excluded  separately  from  the  general  $1,000  resource  limit.  This  restriction  discourages  recipients 
from  establishing  small  businesses.  By  expanding  the  microenterprise  resource  exclusions, 
microenterprise  owners  will  be  able  to  set  aside  sufficient  liquid  resources  to  operate  the  business. 
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2.         INCOME  ISSUES 

Vision 

Federal  laws  or  rules  frequently  disregard  a  part  or  the  total  income  of  applicants  and  recipients  in 
determining  eligibility  arid  benefits  frtr  assistance  programs.  Often,  the  same  income  is  treated 
differently  in  the  AFDC  and  Food  Stamp  programs.  Such  differences  are  incomprehensible  to 
recipients  and  difficult  to  administer. 

Our  goal  Is  to  adopt  uniform  equitable  income  disregard  policies  for  the  AFDC  and  Food  Stamp 
programs  which  are  easy  to  understand,  simple  to  admltdster  and  promote  woric  and  education. 

I.  Treatment  of  Lump  Sum  Income 

Cvirrgnt  Law 

Under  Section  402(a)(17)  of  the  Social  Security  Aa,  non-recurring  lump  sum  income  is  considered  to 
be  available  to  meet  an  AFDC  family's  current  and  future  needs.  If  the  assistance  unit's  countable 
income,  because  of  receipt  of  lump  sum  income,  exceeds  the  explicable  State  need  standard,  the  unit 
is  ineligible  for  a  period  detemitied  by  diwding  the  total  countable  income  findudinglhe  lump  sum) 
by  the  need  standard. 

The  Food  Stamp  Aa,  at  5(d)(8),  excludes  from  income  non-recurring  lump  sum  payments.  Such 
amounts,  if  not  spent  in  the  month  received,  are  treated  as  resources. 

Sp»?'fication5 

For  applicants  and  recipients: 

(a)  Amend  section  402(a)(17)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  (SSA)  to  exclude  non-recurring  lump 
sum  payments  from  income. 

(b)  Amend  both  the  SSA  and  FSA  to  disregard  as  resources,  for  one  year  from  the  date  of 
receipt,  non-recurring  lump  sum  payments  that  are  reimbursements  or  advanced  payments. 

(c)  Amend  both  the  SSA  and  the  Food  Stamp  Act  (FSA)  to  disregard  the  amount  of  any  Federal 
or  State  EITC  lump  sum  payments  as  resources  for  one  year  from  receipt. 


Lump  sum  payments  are  treated  completely  differently  in  the  two  programs.  Considerable 
simplification  for  both  the  clients  and  workers  can  be  achieved  if  the  policies  are  consistent.  Also, 
current  AFDC  policy  can  result  in  hardship  for  fancies  since  they  are  supposed  to  conserve  the 
payments  to  meet  future  living  expenses  rather  than  to  cover  debts  and  other  costs. 

2.       TrwtmgPt  of  Kucatiopai  Assistance 

Cvrrgpt  Law 

Several  laws  address  the  treatment  of  educational  assistance  for  AFDC.  Any  educational  assistance 
provided  under  programs  in  title  IV  of  the  Higher  Education  Act  or  the  Bureau  of  Indian  Affairs  must 
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be  disregarded  (P.L.  102-325,  sec.  479B).  A  State  must  disregard  payments  made  for  attendance 
costs  under  the  Carl  D.  Perkins  Vocational  and  Applied  Technology  Education  Aa  (P.L.  101-392. 
sec.  507(a).  Under  AFDC  rules,  the  State  must  disregard  educational  loans  and  grants  that  are 
pbtained  and  used  for  direa  educational  expenses,  such  as  tuition  and  books  (233.20(a)(3)Civ)(B). 
(Any  of  the  educational  assistance  covering  items  in  the  State 's  need  standard  is  counted  as  income.) 
Also.  States  may  disregard  all  educational  assistance  as  complementary  assistance  that  is  for  a 
different  purpose  than  AFDC  (233.20(a)(3)(vii)(a)). 

Portions  of  income  received  under  the  Job  Ji-aining  Partnership  Act  and  the  Higher  Education  Act  are 
disregarded  in  the  Food  Stamp  program.  By  regulation,  such  educational  assistance  proved  on 
behalf  of  the  household  for  living  expenses,  food,  or  clothing  to  the  extent  that  the  funds  exceed  the 
costs  of  tuition  and  mandatory  fees  are  counted  as  income.  (7  CFR  273.9(c)(l)(v);  273(c)(3); 
273(c)(4):  273.9(c)(5)Ci)(D):  and  373.9((c)(10)(xi). 

(a)        Amend  the  Social  Security  Act  and  Food  Stamp  Act  to  totally  disregard  all  educational 
assistance  received  by  applicants  and  recipients. 

3.  Earnings  of  Students  "*" 

Current  Law 

For  a  dependent  child  receiving  AFDC,  the  earned  income  of  a  fidl-time  or  part-time  student  (not 
employed  full-time)  attending  a  school,  college,  or  university,  or  a  course  of  vocational  or  technical 
training  designed  to  fit  him  for  gainful  employment  is  disregarded  (402(a)(8)(A)  of  the  Social  Security 
Act).  At  State  option,  the  earned  income  of  a  dependent  child  applying  for  AFDC  may  also  generally 
be  disregarded.   The  earnings  of  minor  parents  attending  school  are  not  excluded. 

Effective  September.  1994,  the  Food  Stamp  program  vAll  exclude  the  earnings  of  elementary  or  high 
school  students  age  21  and  under  (FSA  5(d)(5);  7  CFR  273.9(c)(7). 

Specifig^tigng 

(a)        Amend  the  Social  Security  and  Food  Stamp  Acts  to  conform  Food  Stamps  to  AFDC  policy 
and  limit  the  disregards  to  elementary  and  secondary  students  up  to  age  19. 

4.  Irr^gyly  Inpom? 

Current  Law 

No  statutory  provisions  address  irregular  income  for  AFDC.  Rules  permit  States  to  disregard  small, 
nonrecurring  gifts  not  to  exceed  S30  per  individual  per  quarter  (233.20(a)(3)Civ)(F). 

The  Food  Stamp  Aa  (Sec.  5(d)(2))  requires  the  exclusion  of  income  of  $30  or  less  in  a  quarter  per 
household  received  too  infrequently  or  irregularly  to  be  anticipated.  The  exclusion  does  not  apply 
under  retrospeaive  budgeting. 
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Sp^iflggtipns 

(a)  Amend  the  Food  Stamp  Act  to  conform  to  AFDC  rules  to  exclude  inconsequential  income  not 
in  excess  $30  per  individual  per  quarter. 

5.  TrwrmgntofJTPAInwmg 

Cyrrgnt  Uvf 

For  AFDC,  the  income  of  a  dependent  child  wMch  is  derived  from  participation  in  a  JTPA  program 
may  be  disregarded.  Earned  income  may  be  disregard  for  a  period  up  to  six  months  per  calendar 
year.    Unearned  income  may  be  disregarded  indefinitely  (section  402(a)(8)(A)(v)  of  the  SSA). 

Under  Food  Stamps,  training  allowances  from  vocational  and  rehabilitation  programs  and  JTPA 
earnings  are  excluded,  except  income  from  on-the-job  training  programs  under  section  204(5)  of  title 
11.  All  OJT  income  of  individuals  under  age  19  and  under  parental  control  is  excluded.  (7  CFR 
273.9(b)((l)0ii)  and  (v);  273.9(c)(10(v) 

Specifications 

(a)  Amend  the  Social  Security  and  the  Food  Stamp  Acts  to  disregard  as  income  all  training 
stipends  and  allowances  recdved  by  a  child  or  adult  from  any  program,  including  JTPA. 

(b)  Eliminate  targeted  earned  income  disregards  so  that  the  earned  income  from  any  on-the-job 
training  programs  or  from  a  job  will  be  counted  after  the  general  earned  income  disregards 
are  deduaed. 

6.  Svppigniental  PayngPts 

Current  Law 

Section  402(a)(28)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  requires  those  States  that  dedua  income  from  the  need 
rather  than  the  payment  standard  (fill-the-gap)  now  and  in  July  of  1975  to  provide  a  supplemeraal 
payment  to  families  h^  have  less  disposable  income  because  child  support  is  paid  to  the  child 
support  agency  instead  ofdirealy  to  the  family. 

Food  Stamps  -  No  such  provision  exists  in  the  Food  Stamp  program. 

Specifications 

(a)        Amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  remove  this  provision. 

7.  Treatment  of  In-kind  Income 

Current  Law 

AFDC  rules  require  earned  in-kind  income  to  be  counted.  As  a  matter  of  policy,  States  may  disregard 
any  unearned  in-kind  income.  If  the  State  elects  to  count  unearned  in-kind  income,  the  amount 
counted  is  limited  to  the  value  of  the  item  in  the  State 's  need  standard. 
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Under  Food  Stamps,  in-kind  benefits  such  as  food,  clothing,  housing,  produce  are  excluded.  (FSA 
5(d)(1):  7  CFR  273.9(c)(1)) 

Spgc'fig^igns 

(a)  Amend  the  Social  Security  Aa  to  require  States  to  disregard  both  earned  and  unearned  in-kind 
income. 

8.         Treatment  of  National  and  Community  Service  Act  Benefits 

CUTgPt  Uw 

No  statuiory  provision  excludes,  for  purposes  of  the  AFDC  program,  allowances,  stipends  and 
educational  awards  received  by  partidpcmts  in  a  National  Service  program  established  under  the 
National  and  Community  Service  Aa  of  1990,  as  amended  by  the  National  and  Community  Service 
Trust  Aa  of  1993. 

The  Food  Stamp  program  will  exclude  from  income  National  Service  program  benefits.  The  National 
and  Community  Service  Aa,  as  amended,  specifies  thai  the  exclusion  in  section  142(b)  of  the  Job 
TraUiing  Partnership  Aa  (JTPA)  applies  to  National  Service  program  benefits.  Section  142(b)  of  the 
JTPA  provides  that  payments  will  not  be  considered  as  income  for  purposes  of  income  transfer  and  in- 
land aid  furnished  under  any  Federal  or  federally  assisted  program  based  on  need,  other  than  Social 
Security  Aa  programs. 

Specifications 

(a)  Amend  section  402(a)(8)(A)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  disregard  from  the  income  of  a 
family  allowances,  stipends  and  educational  awards  received  by  volunteers  participating  in  a 
National  Service  Program  under  the  National  and  Community  Service  Act  of  1990,  as 
amended  by  the  National  and  Community  Service  Trust  Act  of  1993. 


3.  FILING  UNIT 

Under  current  law,  the  AFDC  filing  unit  must  consist  of  a  needy  deprived  child,  its  natural  or 
adoptive  parent(s),  and  all  natural  and  adoptive  brothers  and  sisters  fmcluding  half  brothers  and 
sisters)  who  are  living  together.  The  unit's  income  and  resources  are  used  to  determine  eligibility  and 
the  anwunt  of  payment.  A  stepparent  is  treated  Ae  same  as  a  natural  or  adoptive  parent  for  filing 
unit  purposes  in  seven  States  (Nebraska,  New  Hampshire,  Oregon,  South  Dakota,  Utah,  Vermont,  and 
Washington).  These  States  have  laws  of  general  applicability  which  hold  the  stepparent  responsible 
for  the  children  to  the  same  extent  as  a  natural  or  adoptive  parent.  In  all  other  States,  the 
stepparent's  needs  are  not  included  in  the  unit  and  his/her  income,  after  certain  disregards,  are 
considered  available  to  the  unit  members. 

If  there  is  no  parent  in  the  home,  then  another  non-legally  responsible  relative  with  whom  the  child  is 
living  may,  at  his/her  option,  join  the  unit  and  be  assisted.  Additionally,  States  may  exercise  the 
option  of  including  other  individual(s)  living  in  the  home  as  an  essential  person(s).  The  essential 
person 's  income  and  resources  are  used  to  determine  eligibility  and  amount  of  payment. 

Certain  parents  and  siblings  are  excluded  from  the  unit:  illegal  and  sponsored  aliens,  recipients  of 
SSI,  foster  children,  and  individuals  ineligible  due  to  lump  sum  income. 
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I.  UP  Provisions 

Ctiirgpt  L?>V 

The  Social  Security  Aa  at  section  407(a)  and  407(b)  limits  AFDC  eligibility  for  twoiiarent  fomllUs  to 
those  where  the  principal  wage  earner  is  unemployed,  and  has  worked  six  of  the  last  13  quarters. 
'Unemployed'  is  defined  in  regulations  as  working  less  than  100  hours  in  a  month. 


(a)  Allow  States,  at  their  option,  to  modify,  reduce,  or  eliminate  any  of  the  special  eligibility 
requirements  for  two-pareot  fomilies  (e.g..  the  100-bour  rule,  30  day  unemployment 
requirement,  the  work  history  test,  etc)  for  both  applicants  and/or  recipients.  For  States  that 
elect  to  maintain  a  100  hour  rule  (or  a  modified  hour  rule),  WORK  program  participation 
would  not  count  towards  this  rule. 

(b)  Remove  the  sunset  provision  that  allows  for  the  termination  of  AFDC-UP  in  1998  and  make  it 
a  permanent  program. 

(c)  The  effective  date  for  the  above  provisions  shall  be  October  1.  1996. 

Rationale 

Some  o/Ae  arguments  for  removing  the  additional  eligibility  requiremeius  are  that  eliminating  them 
would: 

•  remove  the  AFDC  marriage  penalty  in  whidi  single-parent  families  have  easier  access  to 
benefits  than  married  couples; 

•  Improve  horizontal  equity  by  treating  disadvantaged  children  the  same  Irrespective  of  whether 
they  live  with  one  or  two  parents; 

•  encourage  work,  as  the  current  rule  limiting  labor  market  attachment  would  be  Incongruous  in 
a  new  transitional  welfare  program  that  emphasizes  work;  and, 

•  also  enhance  the  simplicity  of  the  system. 

•  Finally,  a  number  of  States  have  sought  waivers  In  this  area. 
2.         Essentia]  Person  Provision 

Current  Law 

The  Social  Security  Aa  at  section  402(a)(7)  and  the  Implementing  regulation  at  45  CFR 
233.20(a)(2)(vi)  permit  States,  at  their  option,  to  include  in  the  AFDC  grant  benefits  for  essential 
persons.  Such  individuals  are  not  eligible  for  AFDC  In  their  own  right,  but  their  needs  are  taken  Iruo 
account  in  determining  the  benefits  payable  to  the  AFDC  family  because  they  are  considered  essential 
to  the  well-being  of  an  AFDC  recipient  in  the  family.  J\venty-two  States  currently  include  the  option 
as  part  of  their  respective  State  plans. 

Specifications 
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(a)  Limit  the  kinds  of  individuals  that  a  Sute  may  identify  as  essential  to  individuals  providing  at 
least  one  of  the  following  benefits  or  services  to  the  AFDC  family: 

(1)  child  care  which  enables  a  caretaker  relative  to  work  full  or  part-time  outside  the  home; 

(2)  care  for  an  incapacitated  AFDC  fomily  member  in  the  home; 

(3)  child  care  that  enables  a  caretaker  relative  to  attend  high  school  or  GED  classes  on  a  fiill 
or  part-time  basis; 

(4)  child  care  that  enables  a  caretaker  relative  to  participate  in  JOBS;  and 

(5)  child  care  thai  enables  a  caretaker  relative  to  receive  training  on  a  full  or  part-time  basis. 

Rationale 

The  Social  Security  Amendments  of  1967  provided  a  specific  statutory  base  for  an  essential  petson 
policy.  This  policy  has  two  aspeas.  First,  States  are  permitted  to  specify  those  individuals  who  can 
be  considered  essential;  second,  States  must  permit  the  AFDC  family  to  have  the  final  decision  as  to 
whether  such  individuals  are  in  faa  essential.  Under  this  policy,  States  are  not  required  to  identify 
the  benefits  or  services  that  these  essential  persons  must  provide. 

In  1989,  this  policy  became  contentious.  Based  in  part  on  an  OIG  review  of  certain  State  practices 
the  Family  Support  Administration,  published  final  regulations  which  limited  State^authority  to 
determine  categories  of  individuals  who  could  be  considered  as  essential  to  the  family.  These 
regulations  precluded  States  from  covering  individuals  who  did  not  provide  an  essential  benefit  or 
service  to  the  family.  (The  permissible  categories  are  the  five  shown  in  option  2  above.)  However,  in 
1990  the  distria  court  for  the  Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania  in  Vance  v.  Sullivan  and  the  district 
court  for  the  District  of  Maine  in  McKennev  v.  Sullivan  held  that  these  regulatory  limitations  conflict 
with  seaion  402(a)(7)(A)  of  the  Social  Security  Aa.  The  courts  interpreted  this  section  as  providing 
States  with  the  authority  to  identify  in  their  State  plans  the  categories  of  individuals  who  may  be 
recognized  as  essential  persons.  These  Judicial  decisions  were  not  appealed.  Consequently,  the 
Department  revoked  the  1989  regulations  and  reinstated  the  prior  policy.  In  order  to  rationalize  the 
use  of  the  essential  person  policy,  a  statutory  amendment  to  section  402(a)(7)(A)  is  necessary. 

3.  Stepparent  Deeming 

Current  Law 

Section  402(a)(31)  of  the  Social  Security  Aa  requires  that  the  income  of  an  AFDC  dependent  child's 
stepparent  who  lives  in  the  same  home  as  the  child  is  counted  in  the  monthly  determination  of 
eligibility  and  the  amount  of  assistance.  The  statute  also  requires  that  the  following  disregards  will 
be  applied  in  determining  the  amount  of  the  stepparent's  countable  income: 

•  The  first  $90  of  the  stepparent 's  gross  earned  income; 

•  An  additional  amount  for  the  support  of  the  stepparent  and  other  individuals  who  live  in  the 
home,  who  are  not  in  the  assistance  unit,  and  who  the  stepparent  claims  as  dependents  for 
Federal  income  tax  purposes.  TTus  disregard  must  equal  the  State 's  need  standard  amount  for 
a  family  group  of  the  same  composition  as  the  stepparent  and  the  other  individuals  not  in  the 
assistance  unit; 

•  Alimony  and  child  support  payments  to  individuals  not  living  in  the  household;  and 

•  Amounts  actually  paid  by  the  stepparent  to  individuals  not  living  in  the  home  but  who  he  or 
she  claims  as  dependents  for  Federal  income  tax  purposes. 
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Specification 

(a)  Amend  the  Social  Security  Act  to  give  States  the  flexibility  to  increase  die  amount  of  the 
stepparent  disregards.  This  provision  shall  be  effective  October  1,  1995. 

Rationale 

Allowing  the  disregards  to  be  increased  provides  incentives  for  AFDC  recipients  to  marry  to  improve 
the  stability  of  the  fondly,  and  provides  an  incentive  for  stepparentt  to  increase  their  earnings. 

4.  OPTIONAL  RETROSPECTIVE  BUDGETING 

Current  Law 

For  the  AFDC  program,  the  Social  Security  Act  permits  Slates  to  use  retrospective  budgeting  only  for 
the  categories  of  families  required  to  monthly  report.  The  Food  Stamp  Aa  permits  States  to 
retrospectively  budget  cases  that  are  not  required  to  monthly  report. 

Specifications  -'• 

(a)  Amend  the  Social  Security  Act  at  section  402(a)(13)  to  delete  the  clause  'but  only  with 
respect  to  any  one  or  more  categories  of  families  required  to  report  monthly  to  the  State 
agency  pursuant  to  paragraph  (14),*.  This  technical  amendment  will  make  retrospective 
budgeting  optional  for  States  without  regard  to  whether  families  are  required  to  monthly 
report. 

Allowing  States  to  use  retrospective  budgeting  without  requiring  cases  to  monthly  report  will  foster 
consistency  between  the  AFDC  and  Food  Stamp  programs,  and  will  give  States  greater  flexibility  to 
administer  their  programs. 

5.  MISCELLANEOUS  ADMINISTRATIVE  PROVISIONS 

1.        Undgrpgymgnts 

Current  Law  and  Policy 

Seaion  402(a)(22)  of  the  Social  Security  Aa  requires  State  agencies  to  promptly  take  all  necessary 
steps  to  correct  any  underpayment.  Regulations  at  45  CFR  233.20(a)(13)  limit  the  issuance  of 
underpayments  (both  agency  and  client  caused)  to  current  recipients  and  former  recipients  who  would 
be  currently  eligible  if  the  error  causing  the  underpayment  had  not  occurred.  As  a  result  of  litigation, 
program  policy  also  permits  States  to  issue  underpayments  to  former  recipients  who  would  no  longer 
be  currently  eligible.  The  amount  of  the  underpayment  is  not  limited  by  the  number  of  eligible  months 
ewered. 

Seaion  ll(e)(ll)  of  the  Food  Stamp  Aa  provides  that  benefits  are  to  be  restored  to  a  household 
requesting  them  if  the  benefits  have  been  'wrongfully  denied  or  terminated.  '  The  period  for  which 
benefits  are  restored  is  limited  to  one  year  prior  to  the  date  the  State  agency  either  receives  a  request 


foT  restoraiion  from  the  household  or  otherwise  learns  thai  a  loss  to  the  household  occurred.  The 
Food  Stamp  rule  (7  CFR  273.17)  also  prohibits  the  State  agency  from  restoring  benefits  for  a  period 
longer  than  12  months.  The  rule  requires  that  benefits  be  restored  even  if  the  household  is  currently 
ineligible. 

Vision 

To  provide  clients  with  a  rational  and  consistent  policy  in  the  processing  of  underpayments. 

Spgcjfigatignj 

(a)  Amend  sertion  402(a)(22)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to  conform  to  Food  Stamp  law  by 
requiring  the  issuance  of  agency  caused  underpayments  to  current  and  former  recipients  for  a 
period  not  in  excess  of  12  months  from  the  date  that  the  agency  learns  about  the 
underpayment. 

F?ti(?p?lg 

Since  clients  are  responsible  for  reporting  changes  in  circumstances  that  affect  eligib'dityjand  benefits. 
a  12-month  limit  on  restoring  lost  benefits  due  to  agency  error  reinforces  positive  behavior.  The 
change  also  achieves  consistency  between  the  AFDC  and  Food  Stamp  underpayment  policies. 

2.  Recovery  of  Overpayments  Through  Federal  Tax  Intercept 

Current  Law 

Section  402(a)(22)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  requires,  as  a  condition  for  aid  and  services  to  needy 
families  with  children,  a  State  plan  which  must  provide  that  a  State  agency  will  promptly  take  all 
necessary  steps  to  correct  any  overpayment  to  any  individual  who  is  no  longer  receiving  aid  under  the 
plan.  Recovery  shall  be  made  by  appropriate  action  under  State  law  against  the  income  or  resources 
of  the  individual  or  the  family. 

Vision 

To  allow  State  agencies  to  recover  AFDC  program  overpayments  through  the  use  of  a  tax  intercept 
program  in  coordination  with  the  IRS.  A  50%  match  rate  to  cover  administrative  costs  will  be 
provided. 

Spgcifigatigns 

(a)  Amend  section  402(a)(22)(b)  of  Ihe  Social  Security  Act  to  permit  State  agencies  to  coordinate 
with  the  IRS  to  intercept  Federal  Income  Tax  Returns  for  the  collection  of  outstanding  AFDC 
overpayments,  provided  they  pursue  other  means  of  collection  under  State  law  prior  to  using 
the  Federal  tax  intercept  program.  The  tax  intercept  recovery  method  would  only  be  used  to 
recover  overpayments  made  to  individuals  who  are  no  longer  receiving  aid  under  the  plan. 

(b)  The  administrative  costs  would  have  a  50%  Federal  match  rate  for  Sute  expenses. 
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Rationale 

Currently  States  have  the  authority  to  intercept  State  tax  refunds  but  are  tumble  to  do  so  if  the 
overpaid  individual  moves  to  atiother  State.  A  Federal  system  would  allow  States  to  collea  from 
individuals,  regardless  of  their  State  of  residence.  FNS  has  been  running  an  IRS  tax  intercept 
program  as  a  demonstration  projea  since  1992.  The  program  has  proved  to  be  very  effective  in 
collecting  outstanding  overpayments,  so  much  so  that  FNS  has  expanded  the  demonstration  every  year 
to  include  more  States.  A  50%  match  for  administrative  costs  supports  the  Atlministration's 
philosophy  that  the  administration  of  the  AFDC  program  should  be  an  equal  Federal/State 
partnership. 

3.  Administrative  Cost  Structuring  for  Certain  Social  Services 

Cvrrgnt  i^aw 

Section  402(a)(15)  of  the  Social  Security  Act  provides  for  certain  services  to  be  offered  and  provided 
promptly  {directly  or  under  arrangements  with  others)  to  all  individuals  voluntarily  requesting  such 
sendees.  Sendees  will  be  voluntary  and  shall  not  prerequisite  to  eligibility.  This  is  to  be  provided  to 
each  appropriate  relative  and  dependent  child  receiving  aid  and  for  each  appropriate  individual 
(living  in  the  same  home  as  a  relative  and  child  receiving  aid)  whose  needs  are  takeninto  account  in 
making  the  eligibility  determination. 

Vision 

Section  403(a)(3)  indicates  that  administrative  costs  of  such  services  are  not  matched  at  50  percent  if 
the  State  includes  family  planning  services  under  their  Title  XX  Social  Services  Block  Grant  Program. 
This  policy  would  be  amended  to  allow  for  administrative  matching  for  counseling  and  referral 
activities  only. 

Sp^giflg^tjgnS 

(a)        Change  Section  403(a)(3),  to  allow  a  SO  percent  match  for  counseling  and  referral  activities  if 
they  are  provided  under  Title  XX. 

4.  Declaration  of  Citizenship  and  Alienage 

Seaion  1137(d)  of  the  Aa  requires,  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  assistance,  a  declaration  in 
writing  by  the  individual  (or,  in  the  case  of  an  individual  who  is  a  child,  by  another  on  his/her  behalf) 
under  penalty  of  perjury,  stating  v^ther  or  not  the  individual  is  a  citizen  or  national  of  the  United 
States,  and.  if  such  Individual  is  not  a  citizen  or  national  of  the  United  States.  Mother  he/she  is  in  a 
satisfactory  immigration  status. 

Vision 

To  bring  the  AFDC  program  into  alignment  with  Food  Stamps  by  allowng  one  adult  member  of  an 
applicant  assistance  unit  to  sign  the  declaration  of  citizenship  or  alien  status  for  all  members  of  the 
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Specifications 

(a)        Amend  the  Social  Security  Act  by  revising  section  1 137(d)(1)(A)  as  follows: 

(1)(A)  The  State  shall  require,  as  a  condition  of  an  individual's  eligibility  for  benefits  under 
any  program  listed  in  subsection  (b),  a  declaration  in  writing  by  the  individual  (or,  in 
the  case  of  an  individual  who  is  a  child  or  a  second  parent  in  a  two-parent  unit,  by 
another  on  the  individual's  behalQ,  under  penalty  of  perjury,  sUting  whether  or  not 
the  individual  is  a  citizen  or  national  of  the  United  States,  and,  if  that  individual  is  not 
a  citizen  or  national  of  the  United  States,  that  the  individual  is  in  satisfactory 
immigration  status. 

Rationale 

The  current  requirement  is  adnumsrratively  burdensome  as  it  requires  each  adult  in  the  AFDC  unit  to 
sign  a  separate  declaration.  TTiis  proposal  will  allow  the  adult  payee  or  principal  earner  in  an 
assistance  unit  to  declare  on  behalf  of  his/her  second  parent  and  children,  thereby  simplifying  the 
application  and  redetermination  process.    This  proposal  would  also  provide  consistency  with  Food 


6.  TERRITORIES 

Current  Law 

Section  1108  of  the  Social  Security  Aa  permits  the  territories  fie-.  Guam.  Puerto  Rico,  and  the 
Virgin  Islands)  to  operate  the  AABD  and  AFDC  programs;  American  Samoa  is  only  authorized  to 
operate  an  AFDC  program.  Funding  for  Quid  Care  and  Transitional  Child  Care  is  provided  for 
under  the  JOBS  limit  of  entUlement.  If  the  territory  eleas  to  operate  these  programs,  it  must  also 
have  a  title  IV-E  or  Foster  Care  program.  The  territory  must  adhere  to  the  same  eligibility  and 
payment  requirements  as  the  States.  The  Federal  government  matches  75  percent  of  costs;  however, 
funding  for  the  territories  is  capped.  The  caps  are  $82  million  for  Puerto  Rico.  $3.8  million  for 
Guam,  and  $2.8  million  for  the  Virgin  Islands.  Between  1979  and  the  present,  the  caps  were 
increased  once,  by  roughly  13  percent. 

Vision 

To  create  realistic  funding  levels  for  the  territories  that  are  reflective  of  the  current  economy  and 
caseload.  A  mechanism  that  will  provide  occasional  adjustments  in  funding  levels  will  be  developed 
to  replace  the  current  burdensome  method  of  petitioning  Congress  for  adjustments.  Additionally, 
Territories  will  have  the  option  to  operate  a  time-limited  system  and  a  WORK  program  (see 
specifications  under  JOBS,  Tlt/E  LoilTS.  and  WORK  SEcnoN)  but  vnll  not  be  required  to  do  so. 

Specifications 

(a)  Continue  to  require  the  territories  to  operate  the  AABD,  AFDC  (including  JOBS  supportive 
services)  and  Foster  Care  programs.  Amend  section  1108  of  the  Social  Security  Act  to 
increase  the  caps  by  an  additional  25  percent  and  create  a  mechanism  for  indexing.  The 
effective  date  shall  be  October  1,  1996. 
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(b)  At-Risk  child  care  will  not  be  applied  against  the  cap. 

(c)  The  .territories  would   not  be  required  to  operate  AFDC-UP  programs   (effective  upon 
enactment  of  this  act). 

(d)  The  cap  shall  be  adjusted  regularly,  according  to  changes  in  the  CPI. 


The  number  of  public  assistance  programs  Jimded  under  the  current  caps,  coupled  with  only  one 
adjustment  to  these  caps  in  15  years,  has  seriously  limited  the  urritories'  abilities  to  provide,  let 
alone  increase  benefits.  Benefit  payments  above  the  cap  are  financed  100  percent  by  the  urritories. 
resulting  in  situations  such  as  Guam 's  where  the  Federal  share  is  roughly  40  percent.  Puerto  Rico 
reports  that,  since  1987.  AFDC  caseloads  have  nearly  doubled  fi-om  98,000  units  to  183.000  units. 
Further,  beginning  October,  1994,  Puerto  Rico  wi//  be  required  to  extend  eligibility  to  two-parent 
families.  Puerto  Rico  estimates  that  an  additional  40.000  fanulies  will  be  eligible  for  AFDC  due  to 
this  provision.  If  match  rates  were  determined  by  formula,  as  they  are  in  the  States,  the  urritories 
would  be  eligible  for  higher  match  rates.  Increasing  the  caps  and  providing  a  mechanism  for  efficient 
adjustments  to  those  caps  will  not  only  continue  to  give  territories  ^  authority  to  operate  public 
assistance  programs  but  adequate  means  to  do  so  as  well. 


B.         REGULATORY  REVISIONS 

1.  Automobile  Resource  Limit 

Current  Requirements 

The  Social  Security  Act  provides  for  the  exclusion  of  so  much  ofafanuly  member's  ownership  iiaerest 
in  one  automobile  as  prescribed  by  the  Secretary.  That  exclusion  is  set  by  regulation  at  S1500  equity 
value  (or  a  lower  limit  set  by  the  State)  in  one  vehicle  with  any  excess  equity  value  counted  toward 
the  $1,000  AFDC  resource  limit. 

The  Food  Stamp  Act  provides  for  the  total  exclusion  of  vehicles  that  are  used  over  50  percent  of  the 
time  for  income-producing  purposes;  annually  producing  income  consistent  with  their  FMV;  necessary 
for  long  distance  travel  for  work  (other  than  daily  commute);  used  as  the  household's  home;  or 
needed  to  transport  a  physically  disabled  household  member.  For  the  following  vehicles,  the  amount 
of  the  FMV  over  $4,500  is  counted  as  a  resource;  one  per  household  (regardless  of  use);  and  vehicles 
used  for  work,  trairung  or  education  to  prepare  for  work  in  accordance  with  food  stamp  employment 
and  treuning  requirements.  For  all  other  vetddes.  the  FMV  over  $4,500  or  the  equity  value, 
whichever  is  more,  is  counted  as  a  resource. 

Vision 

Reliable  transportation  will  be  essential  to  achieving  self-sufficiency  for  many  recipients  in  a  time- 
limited  program.  Because  a  dependable  vehicle  is  important  to  individuals  in  finding  and  keeping  a 
job,  particularly  for  those  in  areas  without  adequate  public  transportation,  both  the  AFDC  and  the 
Food  Stamp  programs  need  a  conforming  automobile  resource  policy  that  supports  acquiring  reliable 
vehicles.  This  proposal  would  simplijy  the  automobile  resource  policy  by  conforming  the  program 
rules  and  reducing  the  unnecessary  complexity  and  confitsion  for  program  administrators  in  both 
programs. 
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(a)        Exercise  Secretarial  authority  and  amend  the  regulations  to  increase  the  AFDC  automobile 
limit  to  $3,500  equity  value,  and  subsequently  index  for  i;iflation. 

is 


This  proposal  is  a  first  step  towards  bringing  a  level  of  coi^rmity  between  the  two  programs  that 
would  eliminate  some  of  the  administrative  complexity  involved  with  valuing  vehides  undo-  varying 
criteria  and  would  result  in  greater  effectiveness  and  efficiency  in  the  administration  of  both 
programs. 

2.  Vgrifjggtion 

Current  Requirements 

Food  Stamp  law  and  regulations  include  specific  requirements  for  verification  and  documentation  of 
information  needed  for  eligibility  and  benefit  determinations.  Food  Stamp  regulations  mandate 
verification  of  utility  and  medical  expenses  (when  actual  is  claimed),  identity,  residency  (address), 
disability  and  household  composition.  In  the  AFDC  program,  the  Act  and  regulations  do  not  address 
how  verification  is  to  occur  but  State  procedures  have  generally  cortformed  to  the  verification  policy 
outlined  in  the  Federal  quality  control  manual. 

Under  the  Food  Stamp  Act  (FSA)  (seaions  ll(e)(3),(9))  and  Social  Security  Aa  (Aa)  (sections 
402(a)(25)  and  1137),  income  must  be  verified  through  the  Income  and  Eligibility  Verification  System 
(lEVS).  The  State  must  request  wage  and  benefit  information  for  from  the  State  Wage  Information 
Colleaion  Agency,  the  Social  Security  Administration,  and  the  agency  administering  Unemployment 
Insurance  Benefits.  Unearned  income  information  must  be  requested  from  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service.  Both  program:  are  also  required  by  law  to  verify  alien  status  through  the  Immigration  and 
Naturalization  Service 's  Systemic  Alien  Verification  for  Entitlement  system. 

Both  programs  review  the  accuracy  of  eligibility  decisions  and  benefit  amounts  through  quality  control 
systems,  with  the  iiuended  result  that  much  information  is  verified  at  application  and  at  recertification 
to  avoid  errors.  States  may,  in  both  programs,  adopt  other  verification  requirements. 

Vision 

Federal  computer  matching  and  verification  requirements  are  often  burdensome  for  both  clients  and 
eligibility  staff.  Even  where  States  have  flexibility,  the  emphasis  on  payment  accuracy  and  the 
potential  for  fiscal  quality  control  penalties  have  often  resulted  in  unnecessary  documentation,  delays 
in  benefits  and  improper  denials  and  terminations.  Yet,  to  assure  the  public  that  their  taxes  are  being 
spent  to  serve  only  those  in  need,  verification  will  continue  to  be  a  critical  component  of  the  new 
system  for  delivering  assistance  to  families.  States  must  be  afforded  the  flexibility  to  simplify  matdung 
procedures,  while  assuring  program  integrity  through  minimum  standards. 

Regulatory  Specifications 

(a)  Exercise  current  Secretarial  waiver  authority  for  lEVS  and  SAVE  to  give  States  greater 
flexibility  relative  to  the  selection  of  alternate  sources  for  matching  activities,  the  elimination 
of  certain  matches,  the  targeting  of  client  groups  for  matching  and  follow-up  verification,  and 
the  modification  of  time  frames  for  follow-up  aaion  on  match  'bits.*    Amend  the  Federal 
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regulations  on  lEVS  and  change  the  ACF  review  perspective  on  SAVE  (given  the  absence  of 
regulations  in  this  area)  to  provide  greater  latitude  on  what  can  be  waived  and  the  applicable 
State  justification. 

(b)        Verification  systems  and  time-frames  for  action  will  be  included  in  the  State  Plan. 

Rationale 

States  will  welcome  the  increased  flexibility  provided  by  tMs  proposal  and  be  able  to  streamline  their 
verification  activities,  saving  time  and  paperwork.  At  the  same  time,  the  State  plan  approval  process 
mil  ensure  adequate  protection  of  client  rights  and  program  Integrity  without  restricting  State 
flexibility. 
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Non-citizens  Provisions 
a.      eligibility  for  non-citizens 

1.  Apply  a  Uniform  Standard  for  Determining  Alien  Eligibility  for  Non-Citizens  Under  AFnr 

Supplemental  Security  Income,  and  Medicaid 

Current  Law: 

Assuming  they  meet  all  other  eliglbilUy  requirements,  foreign  nationals  residing  in  the  United  States 
must  be  lawfully  admitted  for  permanent  residence  or  'permanently  residing  in  the  United  States 
under  color  of  law'  (PRUCOL)  to  qualify  for  benefits  of  the  AFDC.  Supplemental  Security  Income 
(SSI),  or  Medicaid  programs. 

The  term  PRUCOL  applies  to  certain  individuals  who  are  neither  U.S.  citizens  nor  aliens  lawfidly 
admitted  for  permanent  residence.  Aliens  who  are  PRUCOL  entered  the  United  States  either  lawfidly 
in  a  status  other  than  lawfid  permanent  residence  or  unlawfidly.  PRUCOL  status  is  not  a  specific 
immigration  status  but  rather  includes  many  other  immigration  statuses.  Under  the  SSI  statute, 
PRUCOL  aliens  include  those  who  hold  parole  status.  The  AFDC  statute  defines  aliens  hAo  have 
been  granted  parole,  refugee,  or  asylum  status  as  PRUCOL,  as  well  as  aliens  who  had  conditional 
entry  status  prior  to  April  1,  1980.  The  Medicaid  statute  uses  the  term  PRUCOL  but  provides  no 
guidance  as  to  the  meaning  of  the  term. 

In  addition  to  the  revisions  in  the  regulations  reflecting  the  interpretation  of  section  1614(a)(1)(B)  of 
the  Social  Security  Aa  resulting  from  the  court  in  the  Berger  and  Sudomir  decisions  discussed  below, 
PRUCOL  status  also  is  defined  in  AFDC,  SSI  and  Medicaid  regulations  as  including  aliens: 

•  who  have  been  placed  under  an  order  of  supervision  or  granted  asylum  status; 

•  who  entered  before  January  1,  1972,  and  continuously  resided  in  the  United  States  since  then; 

•  who  have  been  granted  'voluntary  departure  '  or  'indefinite  voluntary  departure '  status;  and 

•  who  have  been  granted  indefinite  stays  of  deportation. 

In  the  case  of  Berber  v.  Secretary.  HHS.  the  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  2d  Circuit  in  interpreted 
PRUCOL  for  the  SSI  program  to  include  15  specific  categories  of  aliens  and  also  those  aliens  whom 
the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  (INS)  knows  are  in  the  country  and  'does  not  contemplate 
enforcing '  their  departure.  SSA  follows  the  Berger  court 's  interpretation  of  the  phrase  'does  not 
contemplate  enforcing'  to  include  aliens  for  whom  the  policy  or  praaice  of  the  INS  is  not  to  enforce 
their  departure  as  well  as  aliens  yAurni  it  appears  the  INS  is  otherwise  permitting  to  reside  in  the 
United  States  indefinitely.  The  Medicaid  regulations  include  the  same  Prucol  categories  as  the  SSI 
regulations. 

The  Sudomir  v.  Secretary.  HHS  decision,  Mfuch  focused  on  AFDC  eligibility  for  asylum  applicants, 
was  less  expansive.  The  U.S.  Court  of  Appeals  for  the  9th  Grcuit  determined  that  AFDC  eligibility 
would  extend  only  to  those  aliens  allowed  to  remain  in  the  United  States  with  a  'sense  of 
permanence. '  Applicants  for  asylum  are  thus  specifically  excluded  from  receiving  AFDC  benefits  by 
this  decision  even  though  they  would  not  necessarily  be  disqualified  for  SSI  due  to  the  Bereer 
decision. 
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Specifications 

(a)  Eliminate  any  reference  to  PRUCOL  as  an  eligibility  category  in  titles  IV,  XVI,  and  XIX  of 
the  Social  Security  Act  (the  Act).  Standardize  the  treatment  of  aliens  under  these  titles  by 
identifying  in  the  statute  the  specific  immigration  statuses  in  which  non-citizens  must  be 
classified  by  INS  in  order  to  qualify  to  be  considered  for  AFDC,  SSI,  or  Medicaid  eligibility. 
Specifically,  provide  that  only  aliens  in  the  following  immigration  statuses  could  qualify- 

•  lawfully  admitted  for  permanent  residence  within  the  meaning  of  section  101(8)(20)  of  the 
Immigration  and  Nationality  Act  (LtiA); 

•  residing  in  the  United  States  with  lawful  temporary  status  under  seaions  24SA  and  210  of  the 
INA  (relating  to  certain  undocumented  aliens  legalized  under  the  Immigration  Reform  and 
Control  Act  of  1986); 

•  residing  in  the  United  States  as  the  spouse  or  unmarried  child  under  21  years  of  age  of  a 
citizen  of  the  United  States,  or  the  parent  of  such  citizen  if  the  citizen  is  over  21  years  of  age, 
and  with  respea  to  whom  an  application  for  adjustment  to  lawful  permanent  resident  is 
pending;  or 

•  residing  in  the  United  States  as  a  result  of  the  ^plication  of  the  provisions  listed  below: 

-  sections  207  of  the  INA  (relating  to  refugees)  or  203(a)(7)  of  the  INA  (relating  to 
conditional  entry  status  as  in  effect  prior  to  April  1,  1980); 

-  section  208  of  the  INA  (relating  to  asylum); 

-  section  243(h)  of  the  INA  (relating  to  a  decision  of  the  Attorney  General  to  withhold 
deportation); 

-  section  244  of  the  INA  (relating  to  a  decision  of  the  Attorney  General  to  suspend 
deportation);  and 

-  any  other  provision  of  the  INA,  provided  that:  CO  the  Attorney  General  determines  that 
the  continued  presence  of  an  alien  within  a  class  of  aliens  serves  a  humanitarian  or  other 
compelling  public  interest,  and  (ii)  the  Secretary  of  HHS  determines  that  such  interest 
would  be  further  served  by  permitting  such  alien  of  such  class  to  be  potentially  eligible  for 
benefits  under  titles  IV,  XVI,  and  IX  (e.g..  certain  aliens  granted  parole  status). 

(b)  The  proposal  would  continue  the  eligibility  of  those  aliens  eligible  for  AFDC,  SSI,  or 
Medicaid  on  the  effective  date  of  the  amendment  who  began  their  periods  of  eligibility  before 
enactment  for  as  long  as  they  remain  continuously  eligible. 

(c)  The  proposal  would  also  allow  State  and  local  programs  of  assistance  to  utilize  the  same 
criteria  for  eligibility. 

Rationale 

Some  aliens  currently  considered  PRUCOL  did  not  enter  the  United  States  as  immigrants  under 
prescribed  immigration  procedures  and  quotas,  but  entered  illegally.  Others  entered  legally  under 
temporary  visas  but  did  not  depart.    The  courts  have  determined  some  of  these  aliens  to  be  eligible  for 
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benefits  under  the  defimtion  of  PRUCOL,  even  though  such  individuals  have  not  received  fi-om  INS  a 
deliberate  immigration  decision  and  status  for  permanent  presence  in  the  United  States.  In  essence, 
many  of  these  aliens  are  similar  to  illegal  aliens  except  that  they  have  been  caught,  which  under 
current  law  can  ironically  improve  an  alien's  situation  in  urms  of  benefit  eligibility.  That  is,  if  they 
are  caught,  INS  will  likely  grant  them  one  of  the  'PRUCOL  statuses'— such  as  voluntary  departure  or 
deferred  action-\McJi  currently  allows  them  to  be  eligible  for  SSI.  AFDC.  and/or  Medicaid.  If  they 
are  not  caught,  they  are  simply  undocumented  and  are  not  eligible  for  arty  benefits  other  than 
emergency  medical  services.  Therefore,  it  is  reasonable  to  restrict  AFDC,  SSI.  and  Medicaid 
eligibility  to  specific  categories  of  aliens  h^  have  entered  the  United  States  lawfully  or  who  are 
permitted  to  remain  in  the  U.S.  indefinitely  and  are  eligible  to  obtain  permanent  resident  status. 

Determining  which  aliens  must  be  considered  for  eligibility  for  Social  Security  Aa  programs  has 
become  excessively  cor0ising  due  to  Judicial  actions,  and  it  is  subjea  to  ongoing  challenge  in  the 
courts.  This  confusion-characterized  by  the  different  treatment  by  different  programs  of  similar 
individuals-would  be  remedied  by  establishing  in  statute  a  uniform  definition  of  alien  eligibility.  The 
proposal  would  provide  such  a  uniform  definition  by  listing  the  immigrant  statuses  and  specifically 
citing  the  provisions  of  the  INA  under  which  they  are  granted,  thereby  eliminating  the  ongoing 
uncertainty  about  the  precise  scope  of  the  eligibility  conditions  and  potential  inconsistencies  regarding 
alien  eligibility  in  the  three  programs.  Due  to  the  complexities  of  immigration  statuses  there  are  some 
groups  of  aliens  which  can  not  be  defined  unequivocally  in  statute.  For  example,  sdfhe  aliens  are 
paroled  into  the  U.S.  for  humanitarian  purposes  and  are  effectively  permitted  to  remain  indefinitely. 
Others  are  paroled  into  the  U.S.  for  a  very  limited  period  of  time-typically  a  matter  of  weeks-for 
specific  purposes  (e.g.,  to  testify  at  a  trial).  The  proposal  would  permit  the  Attorney  General  to 
identify  those  classes  of  aliens  within  certain  immigration  categories  that  are  allowed  to  remain  in  the 
U.S.  due  to  humanitarian  or  other  compelling  public  interest  reasons.  In  turn,  the  Secretary  of  HHS 
would  be  granted  authority  to  determi.ie  whether  those  classes  of  aliens  identified  by  the  Attorney 
General  would  be  potentially  eligible  for  benefits. 

The  Food  Stamp  program  has  avoided  similar  problems  because  the  categories  of  aliens  eligible  for 
assistance  under  the  program  have  been  specifically  listed  in  law.  This  proposal  seeks  to  do  the  same 
for  AFDC.  SSI.  and  Medicaid.  The  proposal  would  save  administrative  resources  and  costs.  The 
case  development  required  to  determine  if  an  alien  is  considered  PRUCOL  generally  is  time- 
consuming  because  SSA  and  State  AFDC  and  Medicaid  agencies  must  verify  the  alien 's  status  with 
INS.  In  many  cases,  an  alien 's  status  as  PRUCOL  must  be  re-verified  annually. 


B.         SPONSOR-TO-ALIEN  DEEMING 

Current  Law:  Under  immigration  law  and  policies,  most  aliens  lavifidly  admitted  for  permanent 
residence  and  certain  aliens  paroled  into  the  United  States  are  required  to  have  sponsors. 

As  a  condition  of  entry  as  a  lawfid  permanent  resident,  almost  all  immigrants  must  satisfy  the 
admitting  officer  that  they  are  not  likely  to  become  a  public  charge  in  the  United  States.  For  many 
immigrants,  this  requirement  is  met  by  having  a  relative  who  is  a  U.S.  citizen  or  legal  permanent 
resident  agree  to  'sponsor'  the  immigrant.  Sponsors  sign  affidavits  of  support  or  similar  agreements 
provided  by  the  Deparvnem  of  State  or  the  Immigration  and  Naturalization  Service  affirming  that  they 
will  be  responsible  for  supporting  the  immigrants  and  ensuring  that  the  immigrants  will  not  become 
public  charges.  However,  these  pledges  are  not  enforceable  and,  by  themselves,  have  no  effea  on 
whether  the  immigrants  can  qualify  for  public  assistance.  Therefore,  the  Supplemental  Security 
Income  (SSI),  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC),  and  the  Food  Stamp  program  apply 
rules  that  limit  sponsors '  shifting  their  responsibilities  to  the  programs  by  deeming  a  portion  of  a 
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sponsor's  income  and  resources  as  being  available  to  the  immigraru  for  a  particular  period  of  time. 
The  affidavit  of  support  informs  the  sponsor  and  the  immigrant  of  the  deeming  rules  that  will  be 
applied  to  the  immigrant  by  the  SSI,  AFDC,  and  Food  Stamp  programs. 

Specifically,  sections  1614(f)(3),  1621(a),  and  415  of  Ae  Social  Security  Aa  provide  that  in 
determining  SSI  and  AFDC  eligibility  and  benefit  amount  for  an  alien,  his  sponsor's  (and  sponsor's 
spouse 's)  income  and  resources  are  deemed  to  the  alien  for  3  years  c^er  the  alien 's  entry  into  the 
United  Stales.  Public  Law  103-152  extends  the  period  of  sponsor-to^ien  deeming  in  the  SSI 
program  from  3  to  5  years  for  those  applying  for  benefits  beginning  January  1,  1994  and  ending 
Oaober  1,  1996.  For  the  SSI  program,  these  deeming  provisions  do  not  apply  to  an  alien  k-Ao 
becomes  blind  or  disabled  after  entry  into  the  U.S.  The  Food  Stamp  program  currently  provides  for  a 
three-year  sponsor-to-alien  deeming  period.  Refugees  are  exempt  from  the  deeming  rules  under  all 
three  programs.  Immigration  law  provides  generally  that  an  alien  who  has  resided  continuously  in 
the  United  States  for  at  least  5  years  after  being  lawfidly  adnutted  for  permanent  residence  may  file  an 
application  for  U.S.  citizenship. 

Specifications 

(a)  Make  pennanent  the  five  year  sponsor-to-alien  deeming  under  die  SSI  program.  Extend  from 
diree  to  five  years  sponsor-to-alien  deeming  under  the  AFDC  and  Food  Stamp  programs. 

(b)  For  ttie  period  beginning  with  six  years  after  being  lawfully  admitted  for  permanent  residence 
in  the  U.S.  and  until  a  sponsored  immigrant  attains  citizenship  status,  no  sponsored  immigrant 
shall  be  eligible  for  benefits  under  the  AFDC,  SSI,  and  Food  Stamp  programs,  unless  the 
annual  income  of  the  immigrant's  sponsor  is  below  the  most  recent  measure  of  U.S.  median 
family  income. 

-  'Annual  income*  of  the  sponsor  shall  include  the  most  recent  measure  of  annual  adjusted 
gross  income  (AGI)  of  the  immigrant's  sponsor,  and  die  AGI  of  the  sponsor's  spouse  and 
dependent  children,  if  any. 

-  'Median  family  income'  shall  be  based  on  the  most  recent  Bureau  of  the  Census  measure 
for  U.S.  median  family  income  for  all  families,  updated  by  the  most  recent  measure  of 
change  in  the  Consumer  Price  Index  (CPI-U). 

(c)  Each  year  the  Secretary  of  HHS  shall  publish  in  the  Federal  Register  the  median  family 
bcome  amount  that  will  be  used  to  determine  the  eligibility  of  sponsored  immigrants  for  the 
AFDC,  SSI,  and  Food  Stamp  programs.  This  measure  will  be  based  on  the  most  recent 
income  data  from  the  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS),  published  by  die  Bureau  of  the 
Census. 

(d)  Allow  State  and  local  programs  of  assistance  to  disqualify  from  participation  in  general 
assistance  any  alien  who  is  disqualified  from  participation  in  the  SSI,  AFDC,  and  Food  Stamp 
programs  due  to  sponsor-to-alien  deeming. 

(e)  Effective  with  respect  to  applications  filed  and  reinstatements  of  eligibility  following  a  month 
or  months  of  ineligibility  on  or  after  October  1st  1994. 

(0  Exempt  from  sponsor-to-alien  deeming  under  the  Food  Stamp  program  any  sponsored  alien 
who  becomes  blind  or  disabled  after  entry  into  the  U.S.  and  becomes  eligible  for  SSI. 
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(g)  Raise  the  Food  Stamp  resource  limit  under  sponsor-to-alien  deeming  to  conform  with  the 
general  resource  limit  under  Food  Stamps. 

(h)  Exempt  from  sponsor-to-alien  deeming  under  SSI,  AFDC,  and  Food  Stamps  iny  sponsored 
immigrant  whose  sponsor  is  receiving  AFDC  or  SSI  benefits. 

CO  Allow  the  Secretaries  of  HHS  and  Agriculture-after  consulution  and  coordination  with  each 
other-to  alter  or  suspend  the  sponsor-to-alien  deeming  provisions  on  an  individual  case  basis 
where  it  is  determined  that  application  of  the  standard  sponsor-to-alien  deeming  provisions 
would  be  inequitable  under  the  circumstances  (e.g.,  if  the  sponsor  has  physically  abused  the 
sponsored  immigrant). 

Rationale 

The  number  of  immigrants  entering  the  U.S.  has  been  increasing  recently  and  there  has  been  a  rapid 
rise  in  the  number  of  immigrants  receiving  benefits-particularly  SSI  benefits.  For  example,  the 
number  of  immigrants  who  received  SSI  benefits  in  December  1992  was  more  than  double  the  number 
who  received  benefits  in  December  1987.  Over  a  third  of  all  aged  legal  permanent  residents  on  the 
SSI  rolls  in  December  1993  came  onto  the  rolls  within  12  months  after  their  3-year  sponsor-to-alien 
deeming  period  ended.  Indicating  that  the  deeming  provision  is  instrumental  in'Jelaying  alien 
eligibility  for  SSI.  Maintaning  (under  SSI)  and  extending  (under  AFDC  and  Food  Stamps)  the 
deeming  period  to  five  years  for  lawfully  admitted  permanent  residents  for  v^m  an  affidavit  of 
support  has  been  signed  serves  to  enforce  the  pledge  made  by  a  sponsor  that  the  immigrant  ¥411  not 
become  a  public  charge  and  avoids  increases  in  benefit  program  costs  which  would  otherwise  occur 
as  a  result  of  increasing  immigrant  use  of  welfare  benefits.  Requiring  a  sponsor  that  is  in  the  top  half 
of  the  income  distribution  in  the  U.S.  to  continue  to  be  financially  responsible  for  a  sponsored 
immigrant  beyond  the  five  year  deeming  period  maintains  the  integrity  of  these  welfare  programs 
H*jc/i  are  intended  to  help  the  poorest  of  the  poor. 

For  example,  under  the  SSI  program,  many  elderly  immigrants  are  sponsored  by  their  children  who 
have  signed  affidavits  of  support.  It  seems  equitable  to  require  the  children  to  continue  to  stqyport 
their  relatives  for  the  five  year  deeming  period,  rather  than  allow  the  parents  to  obtain  welfare 
entitlement  benefits  solely  on  the  basis  of  age,  particularly  If  the  sponsors  are  financially  able  to 
continue  supporting  the  immigrants  they  have  sponsored.  Sponsors  generally  have  student  income 
and  resources  to  support  their  alien  relatives.  Once  the  five  year  period  has  ended,  it  is  equitable  to 
continue  requiring  the  sponsor  in  the  top  half  of  the  income  distribution  to  be  financially  responsible 
for  the  well-being  of  the  sponsored  immigrant.  Nothing  in  this  proposal  would  prohibit  a  sponsored 
immigrant  from  becoming  eligible  for  bemfiu  if  the  sponsor's  income  and  resources  were  depleted 
siffficiently  to  meet  eligibility  criteria,  as  Is  the  case  with  current  law.  Also,  refugees  would  continue 
to  be  exempt  from  sponsor-to-alien  deeming,  and  sponsored  immigrants  who  become  blind  or  disabled 
after  entry  into  the  U.S.  would  continue  to  be  eligible  for  benefits.  This  proposal  merely  reqmres 
sponsors  to  continue  for  a  longer  period  of  time  to  accept  financial  responsibility  for  those  immigrants 
they  choose  to  sponsor.  Once  sponsored  immigrants  become  citizens,  it  is  appropriate  to  discontinue 
these  eligibility  rules. 
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Financing  Provisions 

Vision 

The  financing  for  welfare  reform  conies  from  three  areas:  (1)  reductions  in  entitlement  programs; 
(2)  extensions  of  va/ious  savings  provisions  set  to  expire  in  the  future;  and  (3)  better  EJTC  targeting 
and  compliance  measures.   Estimated  Federal  savings  for  all  proposals  are  roughly  $9.3  billion  over 
five  years. 

A.         ENTITLEMENT  REFORMS 

1.  Cap  the  Emergency  Assistance  Program 

Vision 

The  AFDC-Emergency  Assistance  (EA)  Program  is  an  uncapped  entitlement  program.  In  fiscal  year 
1990,  expenditures  totalled  $189  million;  by  fiscal  year  1999  they  are  prqjeaed  to  reach  almost  $1 
billion.  While  the  intent  of  the  EA  program  is  to  meet  short-term  emergency  needs  and  help  keep 
people  off  welfare,  States  currently  have  wide  latitude  to  determine  the  scope  of  their  EA  programs. 
Recently,  States  have  realized  that  the  definition  of  the  program  is  so  broad  that  it  canfimd  almost 
any  critical  services  to  low-income  persons.  Some  States  have  begun  shifting  costs  from  programs 
which  the  States  fund  primarily  on  their  own  such  as  foster  care,  family  preservation,  and  homeless 
services  into  the  matched  EA  program.  States  appear  to  be  funding  services  that  address  long-term 
problems  as  well  as  true  emergency  issues. 

Spegifiggtions 

(a)  Modify  the  current  Emergency  Assistance  program  by  establishing  a  Federal  cap  for  each 
State's  EA  expenditures.  The  cap  will  be  set  in  fiscal  year  1995  and  increased  by  the 
Consumer  Price  Index  'ji  each  subsequent  year. 

(b)  The  basic  allocation  form>ila  is  a  combination  of  two  components: 

CO  Allocation  among  States  proportional  to  their  requested  expenditures  in  1994;  and 

(ii)        Allocation  among  States  proportional  to  their  total  AFDC  spending  in  the  previous 
year. 

(c)  There  will  be  a  ten-year  transition  period,  and  the  weighting  of  the  components  will  shift  over 
time,  with  increasingly  more  weight  being  given  to  the  second  component.  Beginning  in 
1995,  the  weighting  will  be  90  percent  by  component  1  and  10  percent  by  component  2.  The 
weighting  will  be  altered  by  10  percentage  points  each  year  such  that  by  2004,  the  wei^ting 
will  be  100  percent  by  component  2. 

Rational? 

The  proposal  ensures  that  all  States  will  receive  continued  funding  equal  to  their  actual  1991  levels. 
The  Federal  match  will  continue  at  50  percent  up  to  the  cap.  This  proposal  raises  about  $1.60  billion 
over  five  years.  The  basic  allocation  formula  balances  the  need  to  protea  States  that  have  been 
spending  heavily  on  EA  in  and  before  1994  with  the  potential  claims  of  new  States  which  have  not 
previously  had  claims  for  services  under  EA. 
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2.         Tighten  Sponsorship  and  Eligibility  Rules  for  Non-Citizens 

Vision 

In  recent  years,  the  number  of  non-citizens  lawfidly  residing  in  the  U.S.  who  coUea  SSI  has  risen 
dramatically.  Immigrants  rose  from  5  percent  of  the  SSI  aged  caseload  in  1982  to  over  25  percent  of 
the  caseload  in  1992.  Since  1982,  applications  for  SSI  from  immigrants  have  tripled,  vMe 
immigration  rose  by  only  about  50  percent  over  Ae  period. 

Most  of  the  legal  permanent  resident  applicants  enter  the  country  sponsored  by  their  relatives,  who 
agree  as  a  condition  of  sponsorship  that  their  relatives  will  not  become  public  charges.  To  e/fforce 
this  commitment,  until  this  year,  current  law  required  that  for  3  years,  a  portion  of  the  sponsor's 
income  in  excess  of  110  percent  of  poverty  be  'deemed'  as  available  to  help  support  the  legal 
permanent  resident  (LPR)  immigrant  should  they  need  public  assistance.  Currently,  about  one-third 
of  the  LPR  immigrants  on  SSI  subjea  to  the  deeming  rides  apply  in  their  4th  year  of  residency.  Last 
fall,  to  pay  for  extended  unemployment  benefits.  Congress  extended  the  time  of  deeming  under  SSI 
from  three  years  to  five  years  tmtil  1996  )t^ien  it  reverts  to  three  yean  again. 

The  Administration  proposal  related  to  non-dtizens  contains  two  parts-extending  the  deeming  period 
for  sponsor  income  and  coordinating  eligibility  criteria  under  four  Federal  assistance  programs. 

Specifications 

(a)  Deeming  Make  the  current  five-year  period  of  sponsor  responsibility  permanent  law  under 
the  SSI  program  and  extends  from  three  years  to  five  years  sponsor  responsibility  under  the 
AFDC  and  Food  Stamp  programs.  The  sponsor's  income  would  be  deemed  as  available  to 
support  the  immigrant  should  they  apply  for  public  assistance.  For  the  period  beginning  with 
six  years  after  being  lawfully  admitted  for  permanent  residence  in  the  U.S.  and  until  a 
sponsored  immigrant  attains  citizenship  status,  if  the  sponsor  has  incone  above  the  U.S. 
median  family  income  ($39,500),  the  sponsor  will  continue  to  be  responsible  for  ensuring  the 
support  of  the  immigrant. 

This  will  have  the  effect  of  denying  benefits  to  immigrants  with  ^fonsors  with  income  above  the 
median.  Once  immigrants  attain  citizenship,  they  will  be  eligible  to  apply  for  benefits  on  their  own. 
Any  immigrant  whose  sponsor  is  receiving  SSI  or  AFDC  benefits  would  be  exempt  from  sponsor-to- 
alien  deeming  under  SSI,  AFDC  and  food  stamps.  The  proposal  qffects  applications  after  the  date  of 
enactment  ft.e.,  it  would  grandfather  current  recipients  as  long  as  they  remained  continuously  eligible 
for  benefits).  These  changes  in  deeming  rules  would  not  apply  to,  and  would  have  no  ^ect  on, 
Medicaid  eligibility  for  immigrants.  This  part  of  the  proposal  saves  about  $2.8  billion  over  five 
years. 

(b)  Set  consistent  deeming  rules  for  sponsored  inunigrants  across  three  Federal  programs  (SSI, 
AFDC,  and  Food  Stamps).  Sponsor  responsibility  is  based  on  longstanding  immigration 
policy  that  immigrants  should  not  become  public  charges. 

Rationale 

Sponsored  immigrants  most  often  apply  for  SSI  benefits  on  the  basis  of  being  aged,  and  are  different 
from  most  citizens  in  that  the  latter  typically  spent  their  life  working  and  paying  taxes  in  the  U.S.   At 
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the  same  time,  this  proposal  ensures  thai  truly  needy  sponsored  immigrants  will  not  be  denied  welfare 
benefits  if  they  can  establish  that  their  sponsors  are  no  longer  able  to  support  them,  if  their  sponsors 
die,  or  if  the  immigrant  becomes  blind  or  disabled  after  entry  into  the  U.S.  The  policy  would  not 
affea  refugees  or  asylees. 

Vision 

Currently,  due  to  different  eligibility  criteria  in  statute,  and  litigation  over  how  to  interpret  statutory 
language,  the  four  Federal  programs  (SSI.  AFDC,  Medicaid,  and  Food  Stamps)  do  not  cover  the 
same  categories  of  non-LPR  immigrants.  For  example,  aliens  whose  departure  the  INS  does  not 
contemplate  enforcing  are  eligible  for  SSI,  but  not  for  Food  Stamps.  The  Food  Stamp  program  has 
the  most  restrictive  definition  of  which  categories  of  non-LPR  Immigrants  are  eligible  for  benefits 
fi.e.,  the  eligibility  criteria  encompass  a  fewer  number  of  INS  statuses).  SSI  and  Medicaid  have  the 
most  expansive  definition  of  which  categories  of  non-LPR  immigrants  are  eligible  for  benefits,  and  the 
AFDC  program  falls  between  these  extremes.  This  element  establishes  in  statute  a  consistent 
definition  of  which  non-LPR  immigrants  are  eligible  for  welfare  benefits. 

(c)  Eligibility  criteria  Establish  similar  eligibility  criteria  under  four  Federal  programs  (SSI, 
AFDC,  Medicaid,  and  Food  Stamps)  for  all  categories  of  immigrants  who  are  i22t  legal 
permanent  residents. 

Rationale 

This  proposal  makes  eligibility  criteria  in  the  SSI,  Medicaid,  and  AFDC  programs  similar  to  the 
criteria  that  currently  exist  in  the  Food  Stamp  program.  The  new  list  of  INS  statuses  required  for 
potential  eligibility  to  the  SSI,  Medicaid,  and  AFDC  programs  is  also  virtually  identical  to  those  listed 
in  the  Health  Security  Aa  providing  eligibility  for  the  Health  Security  Card.  Like  the  extended 
deeming  provisions,  this  part  of  the  proposal  affeas  applications  qfter  date  of  enactment  fi-e-.  it 
would  grandfather  current  recipients  as  long  as  they  remained  continuously  eligible  for  benefits). 
This  part  of  the  proposal  saves  about  $900  mHlion  over  five  years. 

3.  New  Rules  Regarding  SSI  Benefits  for  Dnip  and  Alcohol  Addicted  Recipients 

Current  Law 

Current  law  requires  that  all  SSI  disability  recipients  for  whom  substance  abuse  is  material  to  the 
finding  of  disability  must  be  in  available  treatment  and  must  have  their  payments  made  through  a 
representative  payee  (a  third  party  who  receives  and  manages  the  funds).  Payments  to  these  SSI  drug 
addict  and  alcoholic  (DA&A)  beneficiaries  are  suspended  if  the  individual  fails  to  participate  in 
appropriate  alcohol  or  drug  treatment,  if  such  treatment  is  available.  No  similar  requirements  are 
made  of  Social  Security  (Title  II)  disability  beneficiaries  who  receive  benefits  on  the  basis  of 
addiaions.  The  representative  payee  and  treatment  requirements  have  been  pan  of  the  SSI  program 
since  its  inception  over  20  years  ago.  However,  the  provisions  have  not  been  implemented  effeaively. 

Sp^cificatign 

(a)  Strengthen  sanrtions  and  apply  new  time  limits  to  benefits  paid  to  individuals  receiving 
Supplemental  Security  Income  (SSI)  and  Social  Security  Disability  Insurance  (SSDI)  benefits 
who  have  substance  abuse  problems  that  are  material  to  their  disability  finding. 
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Pa^ignalg 

The  Congress  is  reaching  decisions  on  these  proposals  currently  in  conference  on  H.R.  4277,  a  bill 
which  the  Administration  supports.    We  anticipate  savings  of  $800  million  over  five  years.   Should  the 

final  bill  yield  savings  of  less  than  $800  million,  we  are  ctmmitted  to  working  with  Congress  tofidly 

finance  the  package. 

4.  Income  Test  Meal  Reimbursements  to  Family  Dav  Care  Homes 

Cyq-gnt  Law 

The  Child  Care  Food  Program  provides  food  subsidies  for  Mldren  in  two  types  of  settings:  child 
care  centers  and  family  day  care  homes.  They  are  administered  quite  differently.  The  subsidies  in 
centers  are  well  targeted  because  they  are  means-tested;  VSDA  believes  that  over  90  percent  of 
Federal  dollars  support  meals  served  to  low-income  (below  185  percent  of  poverty)  children.  The 
family  day  care  part  of  the  program  is  not  well  targeted  because  it  has  no  means  test  (due  to  the 
burden  it  would  place  on  the  providers).  A  USDA-commissioned  study  estimates  that  71  percent  of 
Federal  food  program  dollars  to  family  day  care  homes  support  meals  for  children  above  185  percent 
of  the  poverty  line.  While  the  duld  care  center  funding  levels  have  been  growing  at  a  modest  rate, 
the  family  day  carefimding  levels  are  growing  rapidly-16.5  percent  between  1991  and'1992. 

Spegifigations 

(a)  Amend  section  17(c)  of  the  National  School  Lunch  Aa  (42  U.S.C.  1766(c))  to  establish  a 
two-tiered  reimbursement  structure  (in  the  Child  and  Adult  Care  Food  Program)  with  a  higher 
level  of  reimbursement  for  meals  served  by  family  day  care  homes  located  in  low-income 
areas.  Low-income  areas  would  be  defined  as  those  in  which  half  of  the  households  have 
mcomes  below  185  percent  of  poverty.  Family  day  care  homes  not  located  in  low-income 
areas  would  have  the  option  of  receiving  lower  rates  of  meal  reimbursement  or  administering 
a  means  test  to  enrolled  children. 

(b)  Under  the  means  tested  option,  meals  served  to  children  whose  family  income  is  below  18S 
percent  of  poverty  would  be  reimbursed  at  the  higher  rate,  while  those  served  to  children 
from  higher  income  families  would  be  reimbursed  at  the  lower  rate.  Meals  served  to  children 
en'-olled  in  programs  operated  by  low  income  providers  would  also  be  reimbursed  at  the 
higher  rate.  Finally,  meals  served  to  the  day  care  providers'  own  children  would  continue  to 
be  means-tested. 

(c)  Provide  family  day  home  sponsoring  organizations  with  an  additional  $10  per  home  per 
month  for  each  home  it  sponsors  in  low-iocome  areas.  Authorize  $2  million  to  States 
agencies  for  technical  assistance  to  sponsors  to  help  implement  the  new  reimbursement  system 
in  FY  1995.  Technical  assistance  funding  would  increase  to  $5  million  in  FY  1996. 
Authorize  for  FY  1997  through  FY  2000  $5  million  for  the  licensing  of  family  day  care 
homes  in  low-income  areas. 

Rationale 

This  approach  bener  targets  the  family  day  care  food  program  funding  to  low-income  children  and 
creates  minimal  administrative  requirements  for  providers.  This  provision  yields  savings  of  about 
$500  million  over  five  years. 
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5.  Limit  Deficiency  PavmenK  to  Those  Making  $10Q.0QQ-f  from  Off-Farm  Income  Per  Yp^ir 

Vision 

USDA  farm  programs  are  criticized  for  unfairly  supporting  large  farms  and  wealthy  producers  rather 
than  smaller  farms  and  lower-income  farmers.  The  Congressional  Office  of  Technology  Assessment 
concluded  that  most  big  farms  'do  not  need  direct  government  payments  and/or  subsidies  to  compete 

and  survive. ' 

Specification 

(a)  Make  producers  receiving  $100,000  or  more  in  off-farm  adjusted  gross  income  ineligible  for 
Commodity  Credit  Corporation  (CCC)  crop  subsidies  (price  support  loans  and  income  support 
payments). 

Rationale 

The  proposed  targeting  of  subsidies  would  direct  farm  payments  to  smaller,  family  farms,  which 
deserve  Federal  financial  help  more  than  large  agricultural  enterprises  and  individuals  \wth  sufficient 
off-farm  income.  It  would  cause  an  estimated  1-2  percent  of  program  participants -te  drop  out  of 
VSDA  farm  programs.  Most  of  these  wealthiest  participants  include  corporations  and  individuals  for 
whom  farming  is  not  a  primary  occupation  or  source  of  income.  This  proposal  would  save  about 
$500  million  over  five  years. 


B.         EXTEND  EXPIRING  PROVISIONS 

1.  Hold  Constant  the  Portion  of  Food  Stamp  Overpayment  Recoveries  that  States  May  Retain 

Vision  and  Rationale 

States  are  permitted  to  keep  some  portion  of  the  100-percent  Federal  Food  Stamp  recoveries  as  an 
incentive  payment  for  pursuing  program  violations.  This  proposal  raises  about  $100  million  over  five 
years. 

Specification 

(a)  Extend  the  1990  Farm  Bill  provision  which  reduced  the  percentage  of  recovered  Food  Stamp 
over-issuances  retainable  by  State  agencies  for  fiscal  years  1991-95.  Under  this  provision, 
which  would  be  extended  to  fiscal  years  1996-2004,  States  could  retain  25  percent  of 
recoveries  from  intentional  program  violations  (previously  50  percent)  and  10  percent  of  other 
recoveries  (previously  25  percent). 

2.  Extend  Fees  for  Passenger  Processing  and  Other  Custom  Services 

Vision  and  Rationale 

A  fiat-rate  merchandise  processing  fee  (MPFJ  is  charged  by  U.S.  customs  for  processing  of 
commercial  and  non-commercial  merchandise  that  enters  or  leaves  U.S.  warehouses.  The  fee, 
adopted  by  OBRA  1986,  generally  is  set  at  0.19  percent  of  the  value  of  the  good.  Other  variable 
customs  fees  are  charged  for:  passenger  processing;  commercial  truck  arrivals;  railroad  car  arrivals; 
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private  vessel  or  private  aircraft  entries;  dutiable  mail;  broker  permits;  and  bargefbulk  carriers. 
NAFTA  extended  the  MPF  and  other  fees  through  September,  2003.  This  proposal  would  save  about 
$1  billion  in  that  year. 

Specification 

(a)        Extend  the  fees  through  September,  2004. 

3.  Extend  Railroad  Safety  User  Fees 

Vision  an(j  Rational? 

Railroad  safety  inspection  fees  were  enacted  in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Aa  of  1990  to  pay 
for  the  costs  of  the  Federal  rail  safety  inspection  program.  The  railroads  are  assessed  fees  according 
to  a  formula  based  on  three  criteria:  road  miles,  as  a  measure  of  system  size;  train  miles  as  a 
measure  of  volume;  and  employee  hours  as  a  measure  of  employee  activity.  The  formula  is  applied 
across  the  board  to  all  railroads  to  cover  the  full  costs  of  the  Federal  railroad  safety  inspection 
program.  The  fees  are  set  to  expire  in  1996.  The  1995  President 's  Budget  proposed  to  extend  the 
fees  through  1999  and  expand  them,  effective  in  1995,  to  cover  other  railroad  sctfety  costs.  The 
proposal  raises  about  S200  million  over  five  years. 

Specification 

(a)        Extend  the  Railroad  safety  inspection  fees  permanently. 

4.  Extend  Expiring  Corporate  Environmental  Income  (CEH  Tax  Used  to  Finance  Superfund 

Vision  and  Rationale 

A  broad-based  environmerual  tax,  based  on  corporate  alternative  minimum  taxable  income  (0.12 
percent)  in  excess  of  $2  million,  was  first  enaaed  in  1986  and  is  set  to  expire  at  the  end  of  1995. 

Superfund  reauthorization  legislation  would  provide  a  further  CEI  tax  extension  through  the  year 
2000,  which  would  provide  sufficient  additional  credit  needed  for  budget  scoring  of  the  Superfund 
legislation's  'orphan  share'  proposal.  All  revenue  from  the  CEI  tax  extension,  whether  enaaed  in 
welfare  reform  or  Superfund  legislation,  will  continue  to  be  dedicated  to  the  Hazardous  Substance 
Superfund  to  be  used  only  for  Superfund  cleanups. 

Specification 

(a)        Extend  the  CEI  tax  into  1998. 

C.         Eire  TARGETING  AND  COMPUANCE  MEASURES 

1.  Deny  EITC  to  Non-Resident  Aliens 

Vision  gnd  Rationale 

Under  current  law.  non-resident  aliens  may  receive  the  Earned  Income  Tax  Credit  (EITC).    Because 
non-resident  taxpayers  are  not  required  to  report  their  worldwide  income,  it  is  currently  impossible 


W><  ai^  Xc^aUUux  Act  ^  im 

for  the  IRS  to  determine  whether  ineligible  individuals  (such  as  high-income  nonresident  aliens)  are 
claiming  the  EITC.    We  estimate  thai  about  50.000  taxpayers  will  be  affeaed  by  our  proposal,  mainly 
visiting  foreign  students  and  professors.   The  proposal  raises  about  $100  million  over  five  years. 

Specifigatign 

(a)         Deny  the  EITC  to  non-resident  aliens  completely. 

2.  Require  Income  Reponing  for  EITC  Purposes  for  Department  of  Defense  (DoU)  Personnel 

Vision  and  Rationale 

Under  current  law.  families  living  overseas  are  ineligible  for  the  EITC.    The  first  part  of  this  proposal 
would  extend  the  EITC  to  active  military  families  living  overseas.   To  pay  for  this  proposal,  and  to 
raise  net  revenues,  the  DoD  would  be  required  to  report  the  nontaxable  earned  income  paid  to 
military  personnel  (both  overseas  and  States-side)  on  Form  W-2.   Such  nontaxable  earned  income 
includes  basic  allowances  for  subsistence  and  quarters.  Because  current  law  provides  that  in 
determining  earned  income  for  EITC  purposes  such  nontaxable  earned  income  must  be  taken  into 
account,  the  additional  information  reporting  would  enhance  compliance  with  the  EITC  rules.   The 
combination  of  these  two  proposals  raises  about  $200  million  over  five  years. 

Specifications 

(a)  Extend  the  EITC  to  active  military  families  living  overseas. 

(b)  Require  DoD  to  report  the  nontaxable  earned  income  paid  to  military  personnel  (both  overseas 
and  States-side)  on  Form  W-2. 
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Mr.  Ellwood.  I  am  starting  on  what  is  labeled — it  is  confusing 
if  you  have  legislation  in  front  of  you,  because  there  are  page  num- 
bers both  at  the  top  and  the  bottom.  And  so  what  I  intend  to  do 
is  follow  the  page  numbers  at  the  bottom.  So  I  will  be  starting  on 
page  2. 

The  first  element  is  the  effective  date  and  the  definition  of  the 
phased-in  group.  It  is  an  area  I  would  like  to  spend  a  little  bit  of 
time  on  because  I  think  it  is  one  of  the  most  misunderstood  and 
missed  parts  of  our  bill  and  I  want  to  explain  why  we  have  done 
what  we  have  done. 

The  bill  actually  proposes  that  States  at  a  minimum  must  phase 
in  the  new  program  for  anyone  bom  after  1971.  That  implies  that 
anyone  that  is  25  or  younger  in  1997  would  be  in  the  phased-in 
group. 

It  also  means  that  by  the  year  2000  it  is  anyone  29  or  younger. 

And  I  don't  know  where,  Congressman  Camp,  your  20  percent 
came  in,  but  Vs  of  the  persons  would  be  phased  in  by  1997  and  V2 
by  the  year  2000.  These  are  all  people  subject  to  the  various  provi- 
sions of  the  enhanced  JOBS  program,  the  time  limits  and  the  work 
program. 

Now,  one  obvious  question  that  arises  is  why  do  a  phasein  at  all? 
And  a  message  we  have  heard  very  loud  and  clear  as  we  have  gone 
around  the  country  is  what  you  are  talking  about — a  dramatic  and 
radical  change  from  the  current  system,  and  if  you  are  serious 
about  this,  then  don't  say  that  you  can  do  it  all  overnight.  State 
after  State  said  to  us,  don't  force  everybody  to  instantly  go  into  the 
system.  It  will  take  time  and  energy.  The  Family  Support  Act  is 
only  now  taking  hold  in  many  States. 

One  must  be  realistic  in  terms  of  how  much  change  can  be  made 
and  how  many  jobs  can  be  created.  States  are  given  the  option  of 
phasing  in  faster  but  the  critical  problem  is  one  of  capacity.  Over 
and  over  again,  States  have  expressed  real  concerns  with  bills  that 
try  to  move  faster  than  ours  but  they  have  relative  comfort  with 
our  strategy.  If  you  can't  do  it  for  everyone  at  first,  where  do  you 
start? 

We  spent  a  great  deal  of  time  looking  at  these  issues,  and  we  will 
be  happy  to  express  to  the  committee  our  thinking.  There  are  at 
least  four  things  you  ought  to  be  thinking  about  in  doing  a  phasein. 
One  is  sending  the  right  signals.  Another  is  making  sure  that  peo- 
ple can't  game  the  system — move  from  being  phased  in  to  not 
phased  in. 

Third,  it  must  be  easy  to  administer,  and  fourth,  there  ought  to 
be  a  reasonable  expectation  of  the  success. 

I  am  not  going  to  go  into  great  detail  on  any  of  these,  but  I  will 
give  you  a  couple  of  examples  of  alternatives  that  we  didn't  take. 
One  would  be  to  say  let's  look  at  new  applicants. 

First  of  all,  the  applicants  tend  to  be  the  younger  people  More 
importantly,  this  doesn't  necessarily  send  the  right  signals  and  can 
create  all  kinds  of  opportunities  for  gaming.  Consider  the  situation 
of  a  reapplicant. 

If  what  we  say  is  if  you  leave  welfare  and  come  back  on  under 
a  new  system,  there  is  a  disincentive  to  leave  welfare  in  the  first 
place.  There  is  no  way  of  telling  a  new  applicant  from  a  reapplicant 
based  on  that. 
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The  bottom  line  is  that  we  have  focused  on  a  particular  group, 
the  people  bom  after  1971,  because  we  think  it  is  very  important 
to  send  the  message  to  young  people  that  the  things  have  changed. 
The  generation  has  changed. 

If  we  focused  on  people  with  older  children,  for  example,  you 
might  be  on  welfare  5  or  7  years  before  you  are  even  phased  in. 
Let  me  make  clear,  though,  so  that  this  committee  understands, 
this  is  not  predominantly  people  who  are  18  and  19.  Even  in  1997, 
80  percent  of  the  people  we  have  phased  in  are  20  or  over.  The  vast 
majority  are  at  the  upper  end  of  that  younger  age  distribution. 

We  are  talking  about  21-,  22-,  and  23-year-olds  and  not  just  18- 
and  19-year-olds,  and  there  is  evidence  that  we  have  had  success 
with  these  groups. 

So,  our  basic  idea  here  is  to  send  the  right  signals,  to  focus  on 
young  people  and  to  send  a  clear  message  to  the  next  generation. 
And  I  would  argue  that  we  do  actually  have  evidence  that  we  can 
make  things  work. 

Let  me  move  to  the  second  point  quickly:  Program  intake,  again 
trying  to  get  the  messages  straight.  In  the  program  from  the  day 
someone  walks  in  the  door,  they  will  be  expected  to  sign  a  personal 
responsibility  agreement,  making  clear  that  the  responsibility  of 
the  recipient  is  to  try  to  work  toward  getting  off  of  welfare  and  the 
responsibility  of  the  system  is  to  provide  the  services  and  the 
means  to  do  so. 

Turning  to  number  three,  employ  ability  plan.  Each  recipient  will 
develop  in  consultation  with  their  caseworkers,  an  employability 
plan  designed  to  move  them  quickly  from  welfare  to  work.  The  idea 
would  be  employability — we  would  certainly  try  to  encourage  peo- 
ple to  have  plans  where  they  could  get  out  quicker  than  24  months, 
but  in  most  cases,  it  would  include  a  24-month  plan,  maximum  of 
24  months.  We  can  come  back  to  that. 

There  are  various  procedures  shown  here.  When  there  are  dis- 
putes, we  try  to  come  to  some  resolution.  Under  our  plan,  when 
someone  who  is  bom  after  1971  comes  in  the  door,  they  sign  a  per- 
sonal responsibility  agreement,  then  they  work  out  an  employ- 
ability  plan  and  begin  to  implement  their  plan. 

Item  four,  deferrals.  One  very  large  change  from  current  law  is 
our  policy  on  deferrals.  If  you  will  turn  to  one  of  the  tables  that 
I  have  handed  to  the  committee,  on  table  2,  we  show  in  the  year 
2000  a  variety  of  situations  with  and  without  the  reforms.  The 
table  shows  in  the  last  row  that  if  there  are  no  reforms,  the  group 
of  people  who  are  now  age  29  and  below,  73  percent  of  them 

[The  tables  referred  to  follow:] 


PROJECTED  WELFARE.  WORK,  AND  TRAINING  STATUS                                           1 

OF  PIUSED-IN  GROUP  WITH  REFORMS                                                           1 

BY  SELECTED  VEARS                                                                           | 

FY  1997 

FY200O 

FY  2004 

Toial  Projected  Adull  dsa  Will.  PatenI  Born  After 
1971.  Wiihoui  Reform 

1.641.000 

2,376.000 

3,439,000 

Slaciis  of  Phased-In  Group,  with  Refom.:                                                                                                                      | 

Off  Welfare  Because  of  Reform 
Working  Parl-lime 
In  WORK  Program 
Total  -  Working  or  Off  Welfare 

45.000 
166.000 

211.000 

331.000 
222,000 

W.ooo 

947.000 

860.000 
271.000 
566.000 
1.697.000 

Enpecled  to  Participate  in  TimcLimiicd.  Mandatory 
Training,  Education  and  Placement  Program  with  Strict 
Participation  Standards 

904.000 

873,000 

965.000 

Deferred  or  Exempted  due  to  Disability.  Caring  for  a 
Disabled  Child  or  Infant,  or  Other  Exemption 

526.000 

556,000 

777.000 

PROJECTED  WELFARE,  WORK  AND  TRAINING  STATUS  OF 

PHASED-IN  GROUP  WITH  AND  WITHOUT  REFORMS 

IN  nSCAL  YEAR  2000 

Without  Refonns 

With  Rrfonns 

Working  or  Off  of  Welfare 
Off  of  Welfare 
Pan-time  Work 
In  WORK  program 
Total 

0% 

5% 
0% 
5% 

14% 
9% 

im 

40% 

Required  to  Panicipate  in  Time-limited, 
Mandatory  Training,  Education  and 
Placement  Program  with  Strict  Participa- 
tion Standards 

0% 

37% 

Expected  to  Participate  in  Training, 
Education,  and  Placement  Program,  but 
No  Time  Limits  and  Low  Panicipation 
Standards 

22% 

0% 

Deferred  or  Exempted  Due  to  Illness. 
Caring  for  Disabled  Child,  Young 
Child,  or  other  Exemptions 

73% 

23% 

TOTAL 

100% 

100% 

INCOME  FOR  INDIVIDUALS  WORKING  FULL  TIME 
AT  VARIOUS  WAGE  LEVELS 

Hourly 
wage 

Earnings 

(Full-time, 

year-round) 

Taxes 

EITC  • 

Food 
Stamps 

Total 
Income 

Percent  of 
Poverty 

$4.25 

$8,840 

$676 

$3,370 

$2,256 

$13,790 

116% 

$6.00 

$12,480 

$955 

$3,058 

$1,380 

$15,964 

134% 

$8.00 

$16,640 

$1,826 

$2,182 

$0 

$16,996 

143% 

EITC  assumes  that  expansion  passed  in  1993  is  fiilly  phased-in. 
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COST  ESTIMATES 

Cm  bilUons)                                                            1 

Five-Year 
Federal  Costs 

TransiUonal  Assistance  FoUowed  by  Work 

Additional  Education,  Training  and  Placement  Spending 
WORK  Spending  Cmcluding  Noncustodial  Parents) 
Additional  aUd  Care  Spending  for  Prognun  Participants 
Investments  in  Automation 

Subtotal 
Savings  from  Caseload  Reductions  and  Reduced  Fraud 

Subtotal.  Transitional  Assistance 

2.8 
1.2 
2.7 
.8 
7.5 
(1.5) 
6.0 

Making  Work  Pay 

Working  Poor  ChUd  Care  Expenditures 

State  Flexibility  on  Earned  Income  and 
Child  Support  Disregards 

State  Demonstrations  to  Advance  ETTC 

Subtotal,  Making  Work  Pay 

1.5 

.2 
.1 
1.8 

Prevention/Paraital  Responsibility 

Teenage  Pregnancy  Prevention  Grants 

Child  Support  Enforcement  and  Demonstrations 

State  Option  to  Limit  Additional  Benefits  to 
AddiUonal  Children/Minor  Parents 

Subtotal,  Prevention/Parental  Responsibility 

.3 
.6 

(.1) 
.8 

Remove  Two-Parent  (UP)  RestricUons 
IDA/Microenterprise  Demonstrations 
Conform  Resource  Limit,  Income  Definitions  and  Other 
Subtotal,  IGA 

.2 

.2 
.5 

Net  Medicaid  Impact 

.2 

TOTAL 

9J 

WELFARE  REFORM  FINANCING 


Five- Year  Federal  Savings 
(in  billions) 


Entitlement  Reforms 

Limit  Emergency  Assistance  $  1 .6 
Tighten  Rules  for  Non-Citizens: 

Increased  Sponsor  Responsibility  2.8 

Establish  Similar  Alien  Eligibility  Criteria  0.9 

Review  Benefits  for  Drug  Addicts  and  Alcoholics  0.8 

Income  Test  Meal  Reimbursements  0.5 

Target  Farm  Subsidies  0.5 


Extend  Expiring  Provisions 

Maintain  Food  Stamp  Fraud  Recoveries  0.1 

Extend  Fees  for  Passenger  Processing  0.0 

Extend  Railroad  Safety  User  Fees  0.2 

Extend  Expiring  Superfund  Tax  1 .6 


EITC  Enforcement  Measures 

Deny  EITC  to  Non-Resident  Aliens  0.1 

Require  Income  Reporting  for  Defense  Personnel  0.2 

TOTAL  9.3 
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Chairman  Ford.  Which  table  is  that? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Table  2,  Projected  Welfare,  Work  and  Training 
Status.  If  you  see  the  column  that  says  without  reforms,  that  is  the 
current  system,  what  we  would  expect  in  terms  of  the  number  of 
people  who  would  be  deferred  or  exempted  due  to  the  various 
clauses  in  the  current  Family  Support  Act. 

This  is  basically  people  under  29  by  this  stage;  73  percent  would 
be  deferred;  73  percent  would  not  be  told  when  they  walked  in  the 
door  that  we  want  to  try  to  move  you  into  the  JOBS  program.  Our 
proposal  changes  that  to  23  percent. 

The  biggest  single  change  we  make  is  by  saying  once  a  child  is 
the  age  of  1,  not  the  age  of  3 — ^you  should  begin  and  enter  the 
JOBS  program.  Eight  States  have  already  moved  in  that  direction, 
another  five  States  have  done  that  for  children  under  the  age  of  2. 

In  addition  to  that,  we  do  maintain  many  of  the  provisions  of  the 
Family  Support  Act  with  respect  to  situations  where  someone  is  ill 
or  incapacitated,  if  they  are  needed  in  the  home  to  care  for  some- 
one who  is  seriously  ill,  or  if  they  live  in  a  remote  area. 

In  general,  the  major  change  is  that  we  say  that  we  think  it  is 
too  long  to  wait  until  a  child  is  three.  Let  me  say  a  word  about 
that. 

It  is  controversial.  If  we  were  to  maintain  the  current  3-year 
rule,  someone  could  wait  3  years,  and  then  they  have  another  2 
years.  If  they  have  another  child,  you  could  add  another  3  years 
on  top  of  that  and  soon  you  have  a  situation  where  the  signal  is 
not  clear  that  the  transition  is  to  work.  A  large  majority  of  parents 
with  children  under  three  do,  in  fact,  work. 

Let  me  move  on  to  talk  about  substance  abuse  and  deferral  from 
jobs  and  work.  When  people  are  substance  abusers,  obviously  there 
are  more  difficult  situations  that  arise. 

In  some  cases,  the  substance  abuse  will  be  so  severe  as  to  make 
them  unable  to  participate  in  work  and  training.  Those  people  are 
treated  in  one  fashion.  Others  may  need  simultaneous  help  in  deal- 
ing with  their  substance  abuse  problem  and  that  is  treated  in  a 
slightly  different  fashion. 

But  the  goal  here,  again,  to  emphasize,  is  to  be  sending  the  clear 
message  that  they  are  expected  to  participate  and  can  move  for- 
ward, but  recognizing  at  the  same  time  that  people  do  have  various 
limitations. 

Definition  of  a  time  limit  is  straightforward.  It  is  a  24-month 
clock.  The  only  point  I  would  emphasize  here  is  that  the  clock  will 
not  start  for  people  until  they  turn  18.  As  I  say,  that  affects  a  very 
tiny  fraction  of  the  caseload  who  are  under  18,  but  nonetheless,  we 
believe  that  what  an  18-year-old  and  a  16-year-old  and  a  17-year- 
old  should  be  doing  is  staying  in  school  and  not  going  to  work.  The 
idea  is  that  you  should  finish  your  school  first.  There  is  additional 
information  about  those  aspects. 

There  is  also  some  complicated  discussion  about  AFDC-UP  fami- 
lies, but  the  simple  message  is  that  both  parents  would  be  expected 
to  participate  in  the  training  programs  and  the  JOBS  program,  and 
then  once  they  hit  the  time  limit,  in  general,  at  least  one  parent 
would  be  expected  to  work  as  part  of  that. 

Let  me  stop  and  catch  a  breath  a  moment.  I  am  now  to  number 
8,  teen  parents.  This  bill  has  a  greet  deal  of  focus  on  teen  parents. 
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Mary  Jo  Bane  will  talk  about  a  lot  of  the  special  provisions  for 
teenagers  later.  But  I  would  emphasize  we  do  require  anyone  who 
is  a  teenager  to  be  provided  with  a  case  manager. 

We  talk  about  the  training  and  other  things.  Again,  the  goal  is 
to  recognize  that  very  young  people  really  do  need  support  and 
help.  Mary  Jo  will  talk  about  our  rules  that  people  live  at  home 
and  the  like. 

Now,  on  page  12,  JOBS  services.  Again,  we  have  defined  who  is 
in  it  and  what  is  expected  of  people.  Here  we  have  tried  to  improve 
the  Family  Support  Act  in  a  variety  of  ways. 

One  of  the  key  ones  is  to  move  the  focus  much  more  closely  to- 
ward employment-related  activities  because  the  evidence  is  clear 
that  those  programs  seem  to  be  more  successful,  including  up-front 
job  search  and  a  number  of  other  aspects  which  I  am  not  going  to 
focus  on  right  now. 

Next,  No.  10,  the  minimum  work  standard.  A  fundamental  ques- 
tion has  to  do  with  the  issue  of  when  someone  is  working,  and  in 
the  relatively  high-benefit  State  they  qualify  for  some  modest 
amount  of  AFDC  payments.  At  what  point  should  that  work  be 
enough  and  at  what  point  do  we  say  no,  no,  we  want  you  to  work 
in  a  public  service  job  or  some  sort  of  subsidized  job  instead.  We 
chose  that  the  minimum  standard  for  every  State  is  20  hours,  and 
that  States  could  move  that  as  high  as  30  hours. 

The  Republican  bill  has  selected  30  hours.  We  can  talk  about  the 
logic  here.  But  we  think  that  20  hours  is  actually  a  big  success.  It 
is  a  steppingstone. 

It  is  also  the  case  that  the  vast  majority  of  married  mothers  don't 
typically  work  a  fiill  year  or  full  time.  The  idea  is  where  do  you 
start  and  what  is  the  signal  we  are  trying  to  send? 

And  the  worst  thing  we  can  think  of  is  pulling  somebody  out  of 
an  unsubsidized  20-hour  job  to  give  them  a  subsidized  30-hour  job. 
There  is  discussion  about  what  we  do  with  job  participants  in  not 
phased-in  groups. 

I  am  not  going  to  spend  a  lot  of  time  on  JOBS  funding,  except 
that  we  do  have  a  trigger  similar  to  the  unemployment  insurance 
extended  benefits  trigger  for  enhanced  Federal  matches  in  time, 
and  for  a  State  where  is  there  is  high  unemployment. 

Moving  to  page  20,  worker  support.  One  of  the  things  that  has 
not  gotten  enough  attention  is  that  we  have  tried  to  move  the 
JOBS  program  toward  not  getting  someone  in  a  first  job  but  pro- 
viding support  for  them  once  they  get  there.  So  we  now  allow  and 
encourage  States  to  use  their  JOBS  money  to  provide  supportive 
services  to  people  once  they  get  into  a  job. 

Next,  extensions.  Recognizing  the  heterogeneity  of  the  caseload, 
we  allow  a  minimum  number  of  extensions  for  people  in  the  pro- 
gram. A  State  is  given  up  to  10  percent  of  its  JOBS  caseload  of 
what  they  can  give  for  extensions,  so  in  other  words,  some  people 
who  hit  the  2-year  time  limit  will  be  allowed  to  go  beyond  2  years. 
They  will  be  allowed  to  do  that  to  finish  the  GED  or  finish  some 
structured  education  program. 

They  will  be  allowed  under  various  prov-isions  to  go  beyond  it  if 
they  are  in  the  school-to-work  program,  if  they  are  learning- 
disabled,  or  have  language  barriers  and  the  like.  Most  of  these  are 
under  a  State  cap.  If  a  State  has  substantially  failed  to  provide  the 
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services  that  it  promised  to  provide  as  part  of  the  employabihty 
plan,  the  person  would  also  be  eligible  for  an  extension. 

I  think  I  will  stop  there  on  the  discussion  of  the  JOBS  program 
and  move  quickly  to  the  work  program.  It  is  easy  to  get  lost  in 
there,  and  I  don't  want  to  lose  the  forest  for  the  trees. 

A  couple  of  quick  things  on  the  work  program.  It  is  designed  to 
really  seem  and  feel  and  be  a  substantial  change  from  the  period 
when  you  were  on  welfare.  Unlike  a  workfare  program  which  con- 
tinues your  benefits  and  expects  you  to  show  up  at  a  jobsite,  this 
says  welfare  benefits  generally  come  to  an  end  and  we  instead  give 
you  a  work  opportunity.  The  goal  is  that  it  be  a  very,  very  flexible 
program. 

So  moving  quickly  to  the  issue  on  page  numbered  27,  flexibility. 
What  you  see  listed  there  is  a  whole  series  of  options  that  States 
can  use.  Take  the  money  and  offer  wage  subsidies  to  non-profit  or 
for-profit  organizations  or  do  performance-based  contracts  with  pri- 
vate firms.  They  can  work  with  local  nonprofits  to  provide  help  for 
supervising  recipients. 

Microenterprise,  self-employment,  as  well  as  traditional  public 
service  employment.  Our  hope  is  that  we  move  people  into  opportu- 
nities such  as  child  care  providers,  or  home  health  aides.  Again, 
the  goal  is  real  flexibility. 

I  am  going  to  skip  over  the  discussions  of  coordination,  retention, 
nondisplacement,  and  so  forth.  These  are  all  things  that  the  com- 
mittee can  come  and  ask  questions  about. 

Let  me  turn  to  number  31  on  page  34,  hours  of  work.  Another 
area  of  some  confusion  is  how  many  hours  of  work  are  people  ex- 
pected to  work.  The  problem  arises  because  some  States  have  very 
low  benefits  and  some  States  have  relatively  high  benefits.  If  you 
required  every  State  to  provide  a  35-hour-a-week  job,  then  that 
would  require  States  to  spend  considerably  more  than  they  are 
spending  now. 

Thus,  we  need  the  flexibility  in  low-benefit  States  to  have  a  low 
number  of  work  hours  and  a  high  number  in  higher-benefit  States. 
Our  goal  is  to  get  everybody  into  a  work  program  and  working.  But 
at  the  same  time,  we  recognize  we  have  got  to  give  States  some 
flexibility. 

There  are  going  to  be  situations  where  they  can't  find  a  work  slot 
that  is  exactly  27,  29  or  22  hours;  maybe  it  is  just  20  hours.  We 
make  sure  that  people  who  are  working  are  at  least  as  well  off"  as 
those  who  are  not  working  and  on  welfare. 

So  in  the  case  where  States  have  not  been  able  to  assign  people 
to  a  job  that  gives  them  as  much  income,  including  work  expenses, 
as  they  got  on  welfare,  they  are  going  to  provide  an  earnings  sup- 
plement. In  general,  we  hope  this  will  be  uncommon,  but  the  goal 
is  to  make  sure  that  working  people  are  at  least  as  well  off"  as  peo- 
ple on  welfare. 

Number  33,  and  I  will  stop  very  shortly,  treatment  of  work 
wages  with  respect  to  benefits  and  taxes.  The  work  program  is  not 
designed  to  be  a  program  of  long-term  jobs.  It  is  supposed  to  be  a 
short-term,  last-resort  program  that  we  want  to  move  people  quick- 
ly off  of 

As  a  result,  we  try  to  do  a  variety  of  things  which  really  make 
it  clear  that  you  are  better  off"  out  of  the  work  program  and  in 
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unsubsidized  private  sector  jobs.  And  we  do  not  provide  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  for  people  who  are  working  in  subsidized  jobs. 
They  are  already  getting  a  subsidy.  The  idea  would  be  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  would  be  for  people  in  unsubsidized  jobs. 

I  am  sure  the  committee  will  want  to  discuss  sanctions  and  pen- 
alties, and  therefore  in  the  interest  of  time,  let  me  skip  over  and 
we  will  come  back  to  it  in  questions  and  answers. 

I  would  point  out  a  couple  of  more  things  very  quickly  in  terms 
of  this  bill.  The  first  is  one  important  innovation  in  this  bill  is  the 
allowance  of  States  to  spend  10  percent  of  their  JOBS  and  work 
money  to  support  noncustodial  parents  to  focus  on  young  men.  We 
also  have  worked  closely  with  the  tribes  as  well  as  the  Alaska  Na- 
tive organizations  to  come  up  with  workable  alternatives  to  the 
current  program  in  the  territories  and  the  like. 

Finally,  we  have  looked  hard  at  the  issue  of  waivers.  There  are 
certain  provisions  that  are  waivable  and  certain  others  that  are 
not.  And  I  will  open  it  up  to  the  committee  for  what  they  want  to 
discuss. 

Up  front,  the  job  training  and  enhanced  JOBS  program,  a  time 
limit,  but  a  time  limit  with  extensions  and  special  circumstances, 
and  exemption  and  deferrals  for  people  that  can't  work,  followed  by 
a  flexible  temporary  work  program. 

With  that,  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  open  up  to  questions. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  am  going  to  recognize  Mr.  Matsui  at  this  time. 

Oh,  Dr.  Bane,  I  am  sorry. 

Ms.  Bane.  I  might  just  spend  a  minute  or  two  on  the  "make  work 
pay"  provisions  and  then  we  can  put  them  together. 

Chairman  Ford.  By  all  means. 

Ms.  Bane.  This  starts  on  page  57  of  the  specs.  First  of  all,  the 
reason  why  "making  work  pay"  is  included  in  a  welfare  bill  is  real- 
ly because  we  heard  so  often,  as  I  know  you  have,  the  frustrations 
of  welfare  recipients  who  felt  that  they  were  behaving  responsibly 
toward  their  family  when  they  came  back  on  welfare  because  they 
couldn't  get  health  care  in  the  jobs  that  they  had  or  their  child  care 
fell  apart. 

So  we  think  it  is  very  important  as  part  of  welfare  reform  to 
make  sure  that  work  is,  indeed,  the  sensible  alternative  for  people 
and  that  working  people  receive  the  supports  that  they  need. 

I  won't  talk  about  the  expansion  of  the  earned  income  tax  credit, 
which  has  already  occurred,  or  about  health  care,  which  is  in  proc- 
ess. 

Let  me  mention  a  few  things  about  the  child  care  provisions  that 
are  in  this  bill.  The  most  important,  of  course,  is  increased  funding 
for  child  care  through  the  at-risk  child  care  program,  which  is  a 
program  that  allows  States  to  subsidize  child  care  for  working  poor 
families.  We  are  increasing  the  amount  of  Federal  money  available 
for  that  program  from  a  current  level  of  $300  million  to  $1  billion 
by  1999. 

This  expansion  in  the  at-risk  child  care  program  in  conjunction 
with  the  child  care  block  grant  will  amount  to  an  almost  doubling 
of  funds  available  for  child  care  for  the  working  poor.  We  have 
tried  to  put  in  a  number  of  provisions  making  it  easier  for  States 
to  operate  child  care  programs  that  appear  seamless  to  recipients. 
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for  continuity  of  care  for  children,  and  that  child  care  can  be  avail- 
able that  the  parents  want  in  a  continuous  kind  of  way. 

On  page  61,  we  talk  briefly  about  improving  the  EITC,  and  what 
we  are  proposing  here  is  to  allow  a  few  State  demonstrations  of  the 
advanced  payment  of  the  EITC  by  State  agencies.  We  sometimes 
hear  from  people  that  it  is  difficult  for  them  to  get  their  employers 
to  do  advanced  payment  of  the  EITC,  and  yet  that  regular  source 
of  payment  would  be  very  important  to  them  in  making  it  possible 
for  them  to  stay  off  of  welfare.  We  don't  know  exactly  how  that 
would  work,  so  we  are  proposing  a  couple  of  demonstrations  on 
that. 

Finally,  on  page  64,  we  are  proposing  to  give  the  States  more 
flexibility  in  terms  of  the  amount  of  earnings  that  welfare  recipi- 
ents are  allowed  to  keep  without  having  their  welfare  benefits  re- 
duced. Many  of  the  States  have  asked  for  this  flexibility  through 
the  waiver  process.  It  seems  entirely  appropriate  to  allow  States  to 
make  the  provision  of  work  incentives  provided  through  the  AFDC 
grants. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  am  going  to  recognize  Mr.  Matsui,  but  one  question  to  help  me 
prepare  for  my  questions. 

You  mention  the  work  slots  are  intended  to  be  short-term  jobs, 
not  long-term  jobs.  I  missed  something  at  the  end  when  you  were 
talking  about  the  private  jobs  and  their  relationship  to  the  public 
jobs. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  What  I  was  trying  to  say  was,  Mr.  Chairman,  that 
our  goal  is  not  that  people  be  long  term  in  our  work  program. 
Rather  that  it  be  a  steppingstone  to  a  more  permanent,  in  addition 
to  an  unsubsidized,  job,  and  we  do  have  a  variety  of  mechanisms 
in  the  bill  to  make  that  true,  to  move  them  out  of  those  jobs — rang- 
ing from  limiting  the  length  of  those  jobs  to  12  months,  to  a  variety 
of  job  search  requirements  at  the  end  of  each  job  opportunity. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  private  sector  jobs  would  be  subsidized  as 
well? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Private  sector  jobs  are  all  available — there  are 
two  kinds  of  subsidy.  Everyone  can  get  an  earned  income  tax  cred- 
it, but  the  subsidized  jobs,  ideally  many  of  them  would  be  private 
sector  jobs  where  a  subsidy  was  paid  to  the  employer  in  order  to 
take  on  a  welfare  recipient. 

Chairman  Ford.  Would  the  public  workfare  jobs  be  subsidized 
according  to  your  bill  by  the  government?  I  am  not  speaking  of  the 
earned  income  tax  credit. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Matsul  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  appreciate  your  holding  these  hearings  and  certainly  we  have 
a  major  task  ahead  of  us.  I  am  going  to  ask  a  few  questions,  and 
I  do  want  to  get  into  them  because  when  Secretary  Shalala  testi- 
fied it  was  more  of  a  formal  session  and  this  is  a  working  session. 

David,  one  thing,  and  I  don't  mean  this  to  be  necessarily  a  criti- 
cism, because  I  think  as  Mr.  Santorum,  the  Chairman  and  others 
have  said,  we  want  to  work  together.  We  think  we  can  put  together 
an  excellent  bill  over  time. 
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But  I  read  in  the  Los  Angeles  Times  interview  on  you  today,  and 
when  I  heard  you  testify,  you  used  the  phrase  checkwriting  system. 
I  think  all  of  us  in  this  room  here,  those  advocacy  groups,  those  of 
us  who  want  to  make  change,  we  agree  that  the  system  is  in  need 
of  major  repair. 

At  the  same  time,  I  have  to  say  that  hot  rhetoric  sometimes  does 
not  help  the  process.  It  often  results  in  people  losing  control  of  the 
process.  So  it  is  my  hope  that  you  and  others  in  the  administration 
as  you  discuss  this  issue  over  the  next  few  months,  begin  to  realize 
that  it  may  be  a  checkwriting  system  to  some  of  you,  but  to  oth- 
ers— I  know  that  to  one  of  my  colleagues  from  Illinois  who  was  a 
Rhodes  scholar,  Mel  Reynolds,  that  this  is  a  system  that  got  his 
mother  and  brothers  and  sisters  through  some  very,  very  difficult 
times  and  resulted  in  him  being  able  to  now  become  a  Member  of 
Congress.  And  I  think  there  are  a  lot  of  young  people  who  are  in 
that  position. 

So  I  would  hope  that  you  and  others  would  be  very  cautious  in 
how  you  describe  this  program,  because  there  are  a  number  of 
young  children  who  have  benefited  from  this  so-called  checkwriting 
system. 

Also,  demographically,  you  were  talking  about  people  who  stay 
on  welfare,  and  you  showed  us  some  charts,  I  believe  it  was  in  Jan- 
uary of  this  year,  maybe  it  was  even  last  year,  which  I  wish  that 
you  would  sometimes  emphasize  because  it  shows  that  women  on 
welfare  after  60  months,  87  percent  of  them  exit  the  system. 

And  even  for  those  that  have  joined  the  welfare  system  under  the 
age  of  30,  in  the  first  12  months,  55  percent  of  them  leave  the  sys- 
tem. Some  of  them  go  back.  Many  of  them  go  back.  But  studies 
were  done,  as  you  know,  on  why  they  leave  the  system. 

Not  quite  50  percent  leave  the  system  because  they  find  jobs. 
These  are  people  that  want  to  establish  themselves — not  deadbeats, 
and  others,  10  percent  leave  the  system  because  of  marriage. 

Some  leave  the  system  because  their  child  becomes  majority  age 
or  the  child  perhaps  dies  and  they  go  off  the  system.  It  is  not  a 
system  where  you  have  this  chronic  problem  of  welfare  recipients, 
80  percent  of  them,  just  destroying  middle-class  America  by  bleed- 
ing our  resources. 

I  would  hope  that  you  would  really  convey  that  message  as  well, 
as  you  discuss  this  issue.  Because  I  think  we  have  to  treat  this 
issue  rather  humanely  if  we  can.  I  know  it  is  difficult  because  it 
is  a  hot  issue.  Immigrants,  criminals  and  welfare  recipients  are  the 
things  that  we  are  going  to  attack  in  the  next  few  months  as  we 
approach  the  November  elections. 

I  do  appreciate  that.  All  the  polls  show  it,  but  you  as  a  profes- 
sional and  an  expert,  I  would  hope  would  be  a  little  careful. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Can  I  respond,  Congressman? 

In  that  L.A.  Times  interview,  I  used  those  figures  that  you  just 
described.  I  think  it  is  important  to  understand  that  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  welfare  recipients  leave  the  system  quickly. 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  read  Jason  DePark's  article  in  the  New  York 
Times  and — is  there  any  research  data  on  time  limits  that  you  are 
aware  of? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  No,  no  specific  research  that  I  can  think  of. 


338 

Mr.  Matsui.  There  is  no  research  in  the  country  on  time  Hmits, 
like  a  control  group  or  a  noncontrol  group.  And  the  control  group, 
if  there  are  time  limits  on  them,  do  they  do  better  or  have  higher 
earnings  or  do  they  get  off  quicker? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  No,  there  is  no  specific  experiment  that  has  been 
done. 

Mr.  Matsui.  In  other  words,  there  are  no  studies  that  you  are 
aware  of  that  have  anything  to  do  with  time  limits  that  show  that 
people  when  they  have  time  limits  in  front  of  them  get  higher 
wages,  or  they  get  off  of  AFDC  faster? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  There  are  studies  that  show  that  sanctions  make 
a  difference.  But  no  side  studies  that  show  that  time  limits  do 

Mr.  Matsul  Mr.  DePark's  story  indicated  that  the  reason  the 
time  limits  came  up  was  that  there  was  some  polling  data  and  po- 
litical decisions.  I  am  assuming  that  you  read  that  story  as  well? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Time  limits  have  been  discussed  for  a  long  time; 
certainly,  in  my  1988  book. 

Mr.  Matsul  But  it  came  out  of  the  1992  campaign. 

You  did  read  the  story? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matsui.  And  you  did  recall  that  in  the  story? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  My  impression  was  that  it  came  up  for  a  variety 
of  reasons.  I,  in  my  book,  believe  that  time  limits  are  important  to 
send  the  proper  message. 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  believe  when  you  and  I  met,  you  were  emphasiz- 
ing child  support  enforcement,  but  things  have  changed,  obviously. 
A  woman  does  not  have  to  comply  with  time  limits  if  a  child  is  1 
year  old  or  under,  if  a  child  is  disabled  or  the  mother  is  disabled, 
and  then  you  have  also  other  ways  that  she  doesn't  have  to  comply 
with  the  time  limits;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  There,  are  you  talking  about  the  various  deferrals 
if  they  live  in  a  remote  area,  if  she  is  60  years  or  older? 

Mr.  Matsui.  It  is  my  understanding  that  the  States  have  that 
option,  but  the  States  can  only  exclude  up  to  10  percent  of  the  case- 
load, though;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  No,  there  are  two  different  things.  One  is  a  set  of 
well  spelled  out  deferral  categories,  the  ones  that  you  have  just  de- 
scribed. And  in  addition  to  that,  initially  5  percent  and  later  10 
percent  of  the  caseload  for  people  that  do  not  fit  into  these  cat- 
egories, the  State  can  take  the  situation  which  anyone  who  has 
worked  with  welfare  knows  the  kind  of  case  where  people  are  just 
barely  coping  and  they  have  an  extraordinarily  difficult  time.  You 
could  never  write  a  law  to  capture  it,  so  it  gives  States  a  limited 
number  of  deferments  where  they  can  decide. 

Mr.  Matsui.  There  is  a  cap? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  The  cap  is  5  percent  through  fiscal  year  1999  and 
10  percent  thereafter. 

Mr.  Matsui.  So,  10  percent  is  the  maximum  then? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  correct,  but  above  and  beyond  the  other 
deferrals. 

Mr.  Matsui.  The  disabled  child,  disabled  mother  or  the  1-year- 
old  and  younger.  But  only  10  percent — in  other  words,  if  12  percent 
want  to  go  to  community  college  to  better  themselves  and  it  takes 


339 

them  4  years,  as  it  does  many  middle-class  students,  rather  than 
2  years,  they  may  be  out  of  luck  if  they  reached  that  cap;  right? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Actually,  there  is  a  second  set  of  caps  here.  There 
is  one  that  has  to  do  with  people  who  are  deferred  and  not  expected 
to  be  participating  in  work  activities  because  they  basically  are  un- 
able to  do  so.  There  is  a  second  category,  which  is  an  extension  for 
someone  who  has  hit  the  2-year  time  period  but  they  need  an  ex- 
tension to  complete  a  training  program  and  there  is  a  cap  on  those, 
and  that  is  another  10-percent  cap. 

Mr.  Matsui.  All  right. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  In  both  cases,  as  I  recall,  there  is  the  capacity  to 
petition  the  Secretary  on  extensions  if  that  number  proves  to  be  in- 
appropriate or  whatever.  You  can  apply  and  give  evidence  why  a 
different  number  would  make  sense. 

Mr.  Matsui.  On  an  annual  basis  or  permanent  basis? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  the  language  is  not  specific,  but  it  is  an 
option  whereby  you  can  petition  the  Secretary  and  give  reasons 
why.  Let's  say  you  are  a  State  with  a  large  number  of  Spanish- 
speaking  persons  who  need  longer,  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Matsul  Let  me  move  over  to  the  next  issue  very  briefly.  We 
are  assuming  that  the  State  will  be  able  to  afford  a  guarantee  to 
child  care,  jobs,  health  care,  and  transportation  to  the  recipient  so 
that  the  2-year  time  limit  will  actually  have  an  effect.  Now  that  we 
are  talking  about  extending  universal  coverage  in  the  health  care 
bill  to  the  year  2000,  I  don't  know  what  is  going  to  happen. 

But  assuming  for  a  moment  that  the  year  before  universal  cov- 
erage kicks  in,  95  percent,  whatever  it  is,  and  then  we,  obviously, 
have  some  trip  mechanism  or  maybe  no  mechanism  at  all,  what 
happens  in  that  situation  to  these  people?  I  mean,  where  is  the  in- 
centive to  find  a  job  if,  in  fact,  they — ^because  small  employers,  they 
may  work  for  a  small  employer  that  is  not  required  under  whatever 
law  we  might  pass  to  cover  these  people? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Congressman,  health  reform  is  absolutely  vital.  It 
is  a  critical  part  of  what  we  are  doing.  I  hope  and  expect  that  the 
Congress  will  come  up  with  a  wav  to  provide  universal  coverage. 

Mr.  Matsul  So  you  are  saying  that  if  we  don't  get  universal  cov- 
erage, what  does  that  mean? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  There  are  current  provisions  in  the  law,  the  1- 
year  extension  of  Medicaid  benefits.  As  you  know,  there  is  a  grad- 
ual increase  in  the  number  of  children  covered  under  the  Medicaid 
program  and  that  is  rapidly  increasing  and  the  like.  There  are 
clearly  some  incentives  built  in;  things  Tike  the  earned  income  tax 
credit  and  child  care  are  part  of  our  bill.  But  there  is  no  question 
that  health  care  is  a  critical  part  of  the  overall  strategy  to  move 
people  from  welfare  to  work. 

Mr.  Matsul  So  you  will  be  able  to  change  this  legislation  if  the 
health  care  legislation  doesn't  cover  these  people? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  The  key  question  you  have  to  ask  is  how  are  peo- 
ple going  to  make  it,  and  I  think  the  idea  of  the  exception  is  very 
important. 

Mr.  Matsui.  That  is  going  to  be  a  difficult  issue  for  us,  because 
that  is  going  to  cost  more  money  and  you  are  having — we  are  all 
having  a  difficult  time  funding  GATT,  funding  welfare  reform  and 
funding  everything  else  under  the  sun. 
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Do  we  have  any  estimate  what  this  may  cost?  Let's  assume  that 
the  health  care  system  that  we  adopt  keeps  the  status  quo  for  3 
or  4  years  and  that  it  doesn't  kick  in  in  terms  of  universal  coverage 
until  2001,  7  years  from  now;  what  are  we  going  to  do  in  terms  of 
the  money? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  We  did  pass  the  Family  Support  Act,  and  what  we 
did  was  have  an  extended  benefits 

Mr.  Matsui.  But  that  will  not  help  a  lot  of  these  people.  The  one 
change  between  the  Family  Support  Act  of  1988  and  this  bill  is  the 
2-year  limits. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Of  course,  if  people  don't  get  unsubsidized  jobs 
and  are  unable  to  find  them  and  they  end  up  on  subsidized 
jobs 

Mr.  Matsui.  Perhaps  can  you  do  some 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Matsui,  let  him  follow  through. 

What  if  an  individual  stayed  in  the  community  work  program 
more  than  1  year?  What  are  the  health  benefits  in  that  case? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  If  you  are  in  the  work  program,  you  are  guaran- 
teed health  insurance  for  as  long  as  you  are  in  that  program. 

Chairman  Ford.  Under  Medicaid? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  right.  And  if  you  leave  the  work  program, 
you  are  guaranteed  medical  benefits  for  1  year,  and  then  in  addi- 
tion, there  are  the  gradual  expansions  going  on  now  in  terms  of 
children  being  covered  under  certain  levels. 

Chairman  Ford.  But  on  the  work  program,  you  are  receiving  the 
work  stipend,  not  AFDC. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  correct,  but  you  will  still  be  eligible  for 
Medicaid. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  Medicaid  transition  benefit  is  only  for 
AFDC  recipients  and  work  participants  are  no  longer  paid  under 
the  monthly  allotment  of  AFDC.  What  makes  them  eligible  for 
Medicaid  transition  benefits  under  the  current  law? 

Mr.  Premus.  We  just  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  work  participants 
are  treated  the  same  as  APDC  participants  in  the  bill  so  that  a 
work  participant  and  an  AFDC  participant  are  the  same  as  long  as 
they  are  in  the  work  program. 

Chairman  Ford.  They  are  not  receiving  AFDC  benefits? 

Mr.  Primus.  They  may  not  be  receiving  AFDC,  but  they  are  still 
eligible  for  Medicaid. 

Mr.  Matsui.  But  I  think  the  issue  that  we  are  trying  to  raise 
here  is  that  you  are  going  to  be  expanding  the  JOBS  program  sig- 
nificantly, and  that  being  the  case,  that  means  you  are  going  to 
have  to  have  more  resources  for  the  program,  but  also  more  re- 
sources for  health  care  benefits.  And  I  am  trying  to  get  some  idea 
from  you,  have  you  thought  about  if  we  extend  health  care,  the  cov- 
erage period,  health  care  out  7  years  or  more,  have  you  thought 
about  in  the  next  couple  of  months  where  you  are  going  to  get  the 
additional  money  to  pay  for  the  additional  people? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Our  5-year  cost  estimates  are  based  on  the  as- 
sumption that  the  current  law  remains  in  place.  It  does  not  assume 
health  reform  is  phased  in  or  universal  coverage  has  been  achieved 
in  the  first  5-year  numbers. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Would  you  yield  to  me  on  that? 
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I  didn't  understand  this  in  the  way  the  program  is  set  up.  Aren't 
you,  in  effect,  setting  up  another  State  mandate,  unfunded  State 
mandate? 

Medicaid  by  now  is  kilhng  the  States,  and  if  you  are  saying  that 
as  long  as  somebody  is  in  the  subsidized  work  program  that  they 
have  got  to  be  supphed  with  Medicaid,  you  have  got  some  figures 
there  that  are  going  to  drive  the  States  nuts. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  This  is  actually  identical  to  the  provisions  in  the 
Republican  bill.  When  someone  is  continuing  to  receive  subsidy 

Mr.  Shaw.  But  ours  is  not  a  subsidized  work  program.  Yours  is. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  The  same  people  are  paid  through  a  CWEP  situa- 
tion or  a  subsidized  work  situation. 

Mr.  Shaw.  In  our  situation,  they  are  simply  being  paid — they  are 
simply  receiving  their  benefits  in  exchange  for  30  or  35  hours  of 
work,  which  is  an  incentive  to  go  out  and  get  a  real  job.  And  the 
administration's  program,  what  you  are  doing  is  setting  up  a  sub- 
sidized work  program  and  then  as  long  as  that  work  program  is 
subsidized  by  the  government,  then  requiring  the  Medicaid — I  don't 
see  where  the  incentive  is  to  get  into  the  real  world  work  market 
and  leave  a  subsidized  job. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Congressman,  I  would  say  the  incentives  are  the 
same  in  both  scenarios.  Under  your  plan  as  well  as  ours,  the  expec- 
tation is  that  people  are  going  to  be  working.  In  our  case,  they  are 
being  paid  a  paycheck  more  like  a  traditional  job,  so  if  they  go  to 
work,  they  can  get  the  earned  income  tax  credit.  Just  as  in  the  Re- 
publican bill,  there  is  always  the  issue  when  someone  leaves  wel- 
fare what  kind  of  health  coverage  do  they  get.  That  is  why  we  be- 
lieve that  health  care  reform  is  so  important. 

Mr.  Shaw.  But  in  your  subsidized  work  program  bill,  they  are 
going  to  be  getting  a  whole  lot  more  money  than  in  the  Republican 
bill,  and  we  just  continue  the  benefits.  You  go  beyond  the  benefits. 
In  fact,  you  require  the  same  amount  to  be  paid  that  person  as 
somebody  else  that  is  in  an  unsubsidized  job. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  In  general,  we  expect  these  jobs  will  pay  the  mini- 
mum wage  in  much  the  same  way  that  your  bill  will. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Well,  that  is  not  what  your  bill  says.  Your  bill  says 
they  will  be  paid  the  rate  paid  to  employees  of  the  same  employer, 
performing  the  same  type  of  work  and  having  similar  employment 
tenure  with  such  employer.  That  doesn't  say  minimum  wage.  It 
may  be,  but  that  is  not  what  your  bill  says. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Our  bill  says  that  the  people  are  paid  the  mini- 
mum wage,  or  if  they  are  doing  a  job  that  is  identical  to  another 
job  that  someone  else  is  doing,  the  exact  same  job,  again  trying  to 
make  this  as  much  like  the  real  world  as  possible,  the  idea  is  that 
they  would  get  the  same  wage. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Thank  you  for  yielding. 

Mr.  Matsul  I  just  have  one  more  series  of  questions.  And  it  is 
very  brief  Then  I  will  yield  back  to  the  Chairman. 

I  just  want  to  go  into  the  child  care  part  of  it.  As  you  know,  you 
have  the  1971  and  older — or  1971  and  younger  participants  and 
under  the  current  JOBS  program,  of  course,  it  is  a  program  in 
which  age  is  not  a  factor.  In  our  California  GAIN  program,  the 
MDRC  did  a  recent  evaluation  and  they  had  a  control  group,  and 
it  showed  that  women  who  are  in  the  program  whose  children  are 
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6  years  and  older,  end  up  getting  off  the  program  more  quickly  and 
have  a  higher  wage  than  those  with  children  younger  than  6  years. 
And  you  Know  with  the  limited  resources  that  the  States  have 
under  the  1988  bill,  it  wasn't  until  last  year  that  all  of  the  Federal 
funds  were  actually  used.  States  were  not  able  to  participate. 

Now,  I  understand  you  are  going  to  keep  the  existing  program, 
but  that  is  essentially  a  voluntary  program,  and  then  you  have  the 
mandatory  program  with  those  25  and  under.  A  real  dilemma  for 
the  States  is  that  they  will  have  to  put  their  resources  in  the  man- 
datory program. 

Now,  it  seems  to  me  we  have  to  deal  with  this  issue  because  you 
get  young  children,  and  then  even  the  woman  who  has  a  second 
child,  she  is  only  able  to  get  off  for  3  months,  so  you  could  have 
a  situation  where  you  have  an  infant  4  months  old  that  has  to  have 
day  care. 

I  hope  that  you  have  done  some  research  in  terms  of  day  care 
availability  in  major  cities.  These  women  are  not  going  to  get  fan- 
tastic jobs.  Many  of  them  will  be  on  graveyard  shifts. 

I  would  imagine  that  there  will  not  be  many  day  care  opportuni- 
ties during  the  graveyard  hours  for  these  people.  Have  you  kicked 
this  issue  around? 

Can  you  discuss  this  with  me  in  a  way  that  I  will  feel  satisfied 
and  comfortable  that  we  can  move  forward  and  that  these  people 
will  not  be  screwed? 

Ms.  Bane.  Well,  the  question  is  about  phasein,  which  obviously. 
Congressman,  is  a  very  difficult  question  and  one  that  we  struggled 
with  a  lot.  Because,  obviously,  when  you  do  start  with  younger 
mothers,  they  are  more  likely  to  have  younger  children  and  we 
need  to  be  worried  about  funding  for  day  care  and  that  they  feel 
good  about  the  day  care  that  they  are  getting. 

We  have  built  into  the  bill  substantial  increases  in  our  estimates 
of  the  costs  of  day  care  and,  indeed,  almost  half  of  the  total  costs 
of  the  bill  are  estimated  to  be  used  for  day  care.  We  have  also  tried 
to  put  into  the  bill,  as  you  did — I  was  delighted  to  see  that — a  set- 
aside  for  funds  for  the  development  of  supply — for  building  quality 
and  coordination  with  the  child  care  and  development  block  grant, 
so  that  indeed  there  will  be  opportunities  to  develop  better  quality 
day  care  that  people  can  feel  comfortable  about. 

It  is  a  big  issue.  And  I  think  we  have  tried  to  struggle  with  it. 
The  basic  reason,  though,  for  starting  with  young  people,  as  David 
said  earlier,  is  not  because  they  are  easier  or  cheaper  to  deal  with. 
We  recognize  this  is  not  the  easiest  or  cheapest  group  to  deal  with. 
But  they  are  the  group  for  whom  the  potential  benefit  is  the  great- 
est. They  are  the  group  that  have  the  longest  predicted  stays  on 
welfare.  And  we  think  we  can  send  clear  messages  and  if  we  can 
get  to  them  when  they  are  yoimg,  you  can  make  a  difference. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Do  we  have  demographic  studies  that  those  who 
start  when  they  are  17  stay  longer? 

Ms.  Bane.  Yes,  we  do. 

Mr.  Matsui.  How  long  do  they  stay? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  We  would  have  to  get  that  for  you. 
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Mr.  Matsui.  I  know  we  talked  about  this.  Obviously,  because  if 
you  are — again,  you  have  a  divorce,  you  have  temporary  dislocation 
and  you  may  have  to  go  into  the  system,  so  you  have  to  take  that 
into  consideration.  So  the  younger  they  are,  the  longer  they  are 
going  to  be  on.  But  you  don't  know  how  many  years  we  are  talking 

about?  .J      i_       •   r 

Mr.  Ellwood.  We  would  be  happy  to  provide  that  information. 
[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 
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Requested  by: 


Information  requested: 


Demographic  data  that  shows  that  women  who  go  on  welfare  at  age  17  have  longer  stays 
[than  those  who  begin  welfare  receipt  at  an  older  age] 


Department  response: 

We  do  not  have  data  that  directly  responds  to  the  question.  However,  we  do  know  that  of  all 
recipients  who  have  welfare  spells  of  more  than  60  months: 

42.3  percent  were  under  20  when  they  first  received  AFDC; 
21.3  percent  began  receiving  welfare  between  the  ages  of  20  and  24; 
18.3  percent  first  received  APDC  between  25  and  30;  and 
18.0  percent  were  over  age  30  when  they  first  received  AFDC. 

We  also  know  that  of  first  time  recipients  who  begin  receiving  AFDC  under  the  age  of  24, 
64.5  percent  will  spend  longer  than  24  months  on  the  AFDC  rolls,  averaging  82  months  total 
time  on  welfare.   The  median  spell  length  for  first  time  recipients  under  24  is  44  months. 

By  comparison,  51.9  percent  of  first  time  recipients  who  begin  receiving  AFDC  between  the 
ages  of  25  and  30  will  spend  longer  than  24  months  on  AFDC.  The  average  spell  length  for 
this  age  group  is  50  months,  and  the  median  time  on  welfare  is  26  months. 

Two  tables  are  attached  which  display  this  information.    Also  attached  is  a  table  that  shows 
the  length  of  current  AFDC  spells. 
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Selected  Characteristic 
by  Total  Tin 

:s  of  AFDC  Recipients 
le  on  Welfare 

Percent  of  Total  in  Group  by  Time  on  Welfare       1 
Over  a  25-Year  Period                                            | 

Characteristics  at  Beginning  of  First  AFDC 
Spell 

<=  24 
Months 

25-60 
Months 

More 
Than  60 
Months 

All 
Recipients 

Education  at  Time  of  Initial  Receipt 
Less  than  HS 
HS  or  GED 
Post-Secondary 

34.8 
45.1 
20.1 

45.3 
42.2 
12.5 

62.8 
31.8 
5.5 

46.9 
39.8 
13.3 

No  Work  Experience  in  Year  Prior  to 
Initial  Receipt 

30.2 

37.2 

50.1 

38.7 

Own  Disability  or  Health  Problem 
that  Limits  Work  at  Initial  Receipt 

14.0 

7.6 

7.4 

10.2 

Age  When  First  Received  AFDC 
Under  20 
20-24 
25-30 
Over  30 

17.9 
26.4 
28.4 
27.3 

28.5 
23.0 
28.3 
20.3 

42.3 
21.3 
18.3 
18.0 

28.8 
23.9 
24.9 
22.5 

Race/Ethnicity 

White/Other 

Black 

Hispanic 

64.8 
22.6 
12.6 

58.1 
30.7 
11.3 

42.8 
33.8 
23.4 

55.6 
28.4 
16.0 

Never  Married  When  First  Received  AFDC 

47.7 

56.2 

72.2 

58.2 

Age  of  Youngest  Child  at  First  Receipt 
<  =12  months 
13-36  months 
37-60  months 
61  + 

43.5 
17.5 
11.8 
27.3 

57.4 
12.6 
11.6 
)8.4 

58.9 
18.2 
9.2 
13.8 

52.1 
16.6 
10.9 
20.5 

Number  of  Children  at  Time  of  Initial  Receipt 
1 
2 
3  or  More 

58.3 
32.9 
8.8 

52.4 
37.6 
lO.O 

59.1 
30.5 
10.4 

57.2 
33.2 
9.7 

Disabled  Child  at  Time  of  Initial  Receipt 

6.4 

5.6 

8.4 

6.9 

Lived  in  Public  or  Subsidized  Housing  at  Time 
of  First  Receipt 

14.4 

14.7 

20.0 

16.4 

Percent  of  All  New  Recipients 

42.2 

23.1 

34.7 

100.0 

Note:  All  characteristics  are  measured  when  a  recipient  first 
can  and  do  change  over  time.    However,  these  changes  are  not 


welfare.    Many  of  these  characteristics 
epresented  in  the  data  presented  here. 


ft7_fi-?c;    _    Qt^ 
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APPENDIX  A-1 


Measures  of  TLme  on  Welfare  for  First-Time  Redpients  by  Selected  CharacterisUcs              | 

CharacterisUcs  at 
Begiiming  of  First 
AFDC  SpeU 

Percent  of  All 

First-time 

Recipients 

Percent  Who 
WiU  Spend 
Longer  Than  24 
Months  on  the 
AFDC  Rolls 

Average 
Months  on 
Welfare 

Median  Time 
on  Welfare 

Education 

<  9  years 

13.0 

75.3 

121 

102 

9-11  years 

34.0 

66.2 

78 

44 

12+ years 

53.0 

48.2 

47 

23 

Work  E]q)erience 

No  recent 

38.7 

67.1 

88 

50 

Recent 

61.3 

52.0 

54 

26 

Age 

Under  24 

52.7 

64.5 

82 

44 

25-30 

24.9 

51.9 

50 

26 

31^0 

19.3 

48.4 

51 

23 

Over  40 

3.1 

51.1 

49 

25 

Race 

White/Other 

55.6 

50.9 

49 

25 

Black 

28.4 

66.4 

87 

46 

Hispanic 

16.0 

66.9 

95 

61 

Marital  status 

Never  married 

58.2 

65.5 

83 

47 

Ever  Married 

41.8 

47.2 

46 

22 

Age  of  Youngest  Child 

<  =  12  months 

52.1 

64.8 

77 

44 

13-36  months 

16.6 

55.5 

73 

33 

37-60  months- 

10.9 

54.3 

53 

27 

61-120  months 

11.2 

49.7 

54 

24 

121+ months 

9.3 

37.1 

35 

14 

Number  of  ChUdrcn 

( 

1 

57.2 

57.0 

70 

34 

2 

33.2 

58.2 

62 

32 

3 

7.5 

58.7 

68 

34 

Overs 

2.2 

71.0 

75 

45 
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Length  of  Current  Spell 


Frequency 

Cumulative 
Frequency 

0=  <  LENGTH  OF  CURRENT  SPELL  <  =1 
YEARS 

36.0 

36.0 

1  =  <  LENGTH  OF  CURRENT  SPELL  <  =2 
YEARS 

18.5 

54.4 

2=  <  LENGTH  OF  CURRENT  SPELL  <  =3 
YEARS 

12.5 

67.0 

3=  <  LENGTH  OF  CURRENT  SPELL  <  =4 
YEARS 

8.1 

75.1 

4=  <  LENGTH  OF  CURRENT  SPELL  <  =5 
YEARS 

5.7 

80.8 

5=  <  LENGTH  OF  CURRENT  SPELL  <  =6 
YEARS 

4.3 

85.1 

6=  <  LENGTH  OF  CURRENT  SPELL  <  =7 
YEARS 

2.9 

88.0 

7=  <  LENGTH  OF  CURRENT  SPELL  <  =8 
YEARS 

2.6 

90.6 

8=  <  LENGTH  OF  CURRENT  SPELL  <  =9 
YEARS 

1.9 

92.6 

LENGTH  OF  CURRENT  SPELL  >  9  YEARS 

7.4 

100.0 

The  average  length  of  current  spell  is  37  months  (about  3  years). 
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Requested  by:  Mr.  Matsui 

Information  requested: 

How  long  do  mothers  who  go  on  welfare  at  age  17  stay  on? 

Department  response: 

We  do  not  have  data  that  directly  responds  to  the  question. 

AFDC  recipients  who  begin  their  first  spell  on  AFDC  under  the  age  of  24  will  spend  an 
average  of  82  months  on  welfare.    The  median  time  on  welfare  for  first  time  recipients  under 
the  age  of  24  is  44  months. 

We  also  know  that  42.3  percent  of  all  AFDC  recipients  who  stay  on  welfare  for  more  than 
60  months  first  began  receiving  AFDC  before  the  age  of  20. 

The  attached  table  illustrates  the  average  and  median  time  on  welfare  for  first  time  recipients 
who  begin  their  first  AFDC  spell  under  24,  25-30,  31-40,  and  over  40. 
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APPENDIX  A-1 


Measures  of  Time  on  Welfare  for  First-Time  Recipients  by  Sdected  Characteristics              || 

Characteristics  at 
Begjnning  of  First 
AJFDC  SpeU 

Percent  of  All 

First-time 

Recipients 

Percent  Who 
Will  Spend 
Longer  Than  24 
Months  on  the 
AFDC  Rolls 

Average 
Months  on 
Welfare 

Median  Time 
on  Welfare 

Education 

<  9  years 

13.0 

75.3 

121 

102 

9-11  years 

34.0 

66.2 

78 

44 

12+ years 

53.0 

48.Z 

47 

23 

Work  E:q)erience 

No  recent 

38.7 

67.1 

88 

50 

Recent 

61.3 

52.0 

54 

26 

Age 

Under  24 

52.7 

64.5 

82 

44 

25-30 

24.9 

51.9 

50 

26 

31-40 

19.3 

48.4 

51 

23 

Over  40 

3.1 

51.1 

49 

25 

Race 

White/Other 

55.6 

50.9 

49 

25 

Black 

28.4 

66.4 

87 

46 

Hispanic 

16.0 

66.9 

95 

61 

Marital  status 

Never  married 

58.2 

65.5 

83 

47 

Ever  Married 

41.8 

47.2 

46 

22 

Age  of  Youngest  Child 

<  =12  months 

52.1 

64.8 

77 

44 

13-36  months 

16.6 

55.5 

73 

33 

37-60  monflis' 

10.9 

54.3 

53 

27 

61-120  months 

11.2 

49.7 

54 

24 

121+ months 

9.3 

37.1 

35 

14 

Number  of  Children 

1 

57.2 

57.0 

70 

34 

2 

33.2 

58.2 

62 

32 

3 

7.5 

58.7 

68 

34 

Overs 

2.2 

71.0 

75 

45 
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Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Santorum,  I  would  like  to  make  one  state- 
ment. If  we  have  members  who  would  like  for  others  to  yield,  I  am 
not  going  to  limit  the  time  of  members.  I  would  like  a  full  discus- 
sion when  members  are  making  their  points.  That  is  not  showing 
disrespect  for  the  member  who  has  the  time. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

After  listening  to  Mr.  Matsui's  question,  I  see  why  we  have  a  lot 
of  work  to  do.  And  there  is,  in  fact,  going  to  be  a  difficult  challenge 
for  us  to  put  forward  a  bipartisan  bill,  because  there  is  a  great  deal 
of  diversity  as  to  what  the  big  problems  are  and  how  we  go  about 
solving  those  problems. 

I  would  suggest  with  Mr.  Matsui's  last  remark  about  day  care, 
I  would  just  suggest  there  are  millions  of  American  mothers  out 
there  who  have  children  without  guaranteed,  subsidized  day  care 
slots,  who  go  out  and  find  those  day  care  slots  and  provide  for  their 
children.  And  why  we  should  be  more  concerned  about  welfare 
mothers  than  we  should  be  about  working  mothers  in  addressing 
the  availability  of  day  care,  somehow  eludes  me.  That  we  should 
not  require  of  welfare  mothers  what  we  do  for  working  mothers  is 
another  point  that  is  lost  on  this  gentleman. 

I  have  a  couple  of  questions,  but  I  think  we  need  just  to  plod 
through  this,  I  think  we  need  some  clarification. 

You  stated  in  a  couple  of  different  places  what  the  work  require- 
ment would  be,  and  my  understanding  is  that  to  satisfy  the  work 
requirement,  there  has  to  be  a  4-week  average  of  15  hours  a  week. 
You  mentioned  somewhere  that  it  is  20  hours.  And  it  is  a  4-week 
average,  15  hours  a  week. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  it  is  important  to  distinguish  the  situation 
before  somebody  hits  the  time  limit  before  they  get  into  the  work 
program.  You  must  be  working  at  least  20  hours  in  order  for  that 
to  count  as  having  met  your  participation. 

Mr.  Santorum.  So  if  you  work  an  unsubsidized  job  for  20  hours 
a  week,  you  would  be  eligible  for  Medicaid,  food  stamps  and  what- 
ever other  benefits  would  be  available  to  you  as  long  as  you  con- 
tinue to  qualify  for  AFDC? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  In  a  high-benefit  State  where  you  qualify  for  a 
supplement  that  would  be  true. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  only  work  the  stipend  oflF? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  This  is  in  the  situation  before  someone  is  in  the 
stipend.  It  is  someone  who  is  in  an  unsubsidized  job,  working  to 
qualify  for  additional  benefits. 

Mr.  Santorum.  If  someone  is  now  in  the  work  program,  they 
must  work  an  average  of  15  hours  a  week  over  a  period  of  4  weeks? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  No,  between  15  and  30  hours  a  week,  depending 
on  what  the  State  chooses.  And  the  idea  here  is  in  a  very  low-bene- 
fit State,  the  15  hours  would  be  more  than  what  a  Tennessee  would 
pay.  That  would  be  sufficient.  In  another  higher-benefit  State  the 
expectation  is  that  people  are  working  many  more  hours. 

Mr.  Santorum.  In  a  medium  State,  the  AFDC  benefit  is  $370  a 
month  and  that  would  be  $5.70  an  hour. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  see  what  you  are  saying,  OK. 

Mr.  Santorum.  In  California,  if  you  are  on  AFDC,  you  have  a 
$624  a  month  payment  and  the  wage  must  be  $9.60  an  hour. 
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Mr.  Ellwood.  I  guess  I  am  misunderstanding  your  question.  The 
expectation  would  be  in  Pennsylvania,  or  whatever,  someone  might 
work  30  or  35  hours  a  week  at  the  minimum  wage  and  get  as  much 
money  as  they  were  getting  on  welfare. 

Mr.  Santorum.  They  would  have  to  work  as  many  hours  to  work 
off  the  AFDC  benefit;  is  that  what  you  are  saying? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  In  general,  that  is  our  expectation.  But  we  have 
given  States  flexibility,  however,  recognizing  that,  for  example,  let's 
say  someone's  benefit  turns  out  to  be  26  hours.  It  may  be  difficult 
to  find  a  26-hour  job.  They  might  find  a  20-hour  job. 

Mr.  Santorum.  You  are  assuming  these  are  minimum  wage  jobs? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Yes,  that  is  right.  And  so  someone  may  work  at 
a  20-hour  job,  then  the  State  has  to  pay  a  small  supplement  to 
make  sure  they  have  as  much  income  as  before  on  welfare.  We 
don't  want  anybody  in  the  program  worse  off  than  they  were  on 
welfare.  At  least  three-fourths  of  the  income  has  to  come  from  their 
wages.  People  are  going  to  be  working,  and  typically  at  a  minimum 
wage  job,  instead  of  in  the  welfare  system. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  want  to  get  back  to  the  question  about  mini- 
mum wage  jobs,  but  there  is  a  provision  that  says  you  have  to  pav 
to  the  employees  who  are  performing  the  same  type  or  similar  work 
to  the  welfare  recipient,  you  have  to  pay  the  welfare  recipient  the 
same  as  you  do  for  any  other  employee. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Doing  that  same  job  with  the  same  amount  of  ten- 
ure and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Right.  I  guess  my  question  is,  given  the  fact  that 
I  would  suspect  that  a  lot  of  these  jobs  are  going  to  be  public  sector 
jobs,  you  are  going  to  have  people  cleaning  parks  and  doing  things 
like  that.  Many  of  these  are  in  unionized  situations  and  you  are 
going  to  have  fairly  high  wages. 

What  is  the  incentive  for  the  municipality  to  employ  a  welfare 
recipient  as  opposed  to  somebody  else? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  They  can  use  the  money  that  they  were  using  for- 
merly for  AFDC  to  pay  the  wages.  But  the  notion  here  is  that  if 
there  are  unions  involved,  we  see  it  as  an  joint  opportunity. 

In  our  discussions  with  business  leaders,  unions  and  local  com- 
munity leaders,  with  nonprofit  organizations  and  the  like,  over  and 
over  we  heard  the  same  thing:  There  are  critical  things  that  need 
to  be  done  in  this  community  that  are  not  getting  done.  If  we  work 
together  we  can  figure  out  what  they  are.  They  vary  by  community. 
In  some  cases,  it  is  private  sector  jobs  that  are  unfilled. 

The  goal  here  is  not  to  take  someone  and  put  them  in  the  exact 
same  job  that  someone  else  has.  It  is  rather  to  find  a  way  to  have 
them  working  in  something  that  is  of  value  to  the  community  but 
does  not  displace  other  folks.  I  think  that  is  the  logic. 

Mr.  Santorum.  So  the  individual  working  at  that  job  that  could 
be  a  high-wage  job  would  get  a  subsidy,  paid  to  the  employer,  equal 
to  whatever  the  AFDC  benefit  is? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  The  States  are  flexible  in  how  they  use  their 
money.  The  notion  is  that,  in  general,  we  would  expect  States  to 
look  for  and  create  minimum  wage  jobs,  subsidized  jobs  or  other 
sorts.  Imagine  a  situation  whereby 

Mr.  Santorum.  Maybe  I  am  not  asking  my  question  right.  If  I 
am  an  employer  and  I  am  hiring  someone  at  $8  an  hour  and  they 
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work  35  hours,  I  don't  have  to  pay  them  the  full  $8  an  hour.  I  am 
going  to  get  a  supplement  from  the  government  to  help  me  pay 
that  employee.  It  is  similar  in  a  sense  to  the  bill  that  we  have  put 
forward  like  the  work  supplementation  program. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  guess  the  answer  is  yes. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Would  you  yield  on  that?  I  am  confused. 

Then  what  we  will  probably  do  is  to  encourage  a  whole  new  line 
of  subsidized  jobs  to  come  online;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  As  you  know 

Mr.  Shaw.  If  I  were  going  back  and  putting  my  mayor's  hat  on, 
I  would  think  this  would  be  a  great  opportunity  to  get  some  cheap 
employees  for  the  city  and  let  the  AFDC  supplement  program  sub- 
sidize it.  And  I  see  nothing  in  here  other  than  an  annual  evalua- 
tion to  say  that  there  is  any  end  to  that. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Remember,  there  are  strict  limits  on  not  displac- 
ing existing  employees  and  the  like. 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  know  that,  but  every  city  has  had  cutbacks  and  they 
would  love  to  be  able  to  expand  using  AFDC  funds. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  The  second  issue  is  that  each  job  slot  is  limited 
to  12  months.  You  can't  have  the  same  person  in  the  same  slot  for 
12  months.  They  have  to  move  on  to  another  situation.  You  can't 
take  someone,  hire  them,  train  them  and  keep  them  on. 

Mr.  Santorum.  They  cannot  be  placed  back  in  the  same  job? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  No.  The  goal  here  is  that  this  be  a  steppingstone 
for  people. 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  don't  mean  to  be  argumentative,  but  I  am  sure  that 
the  welfare  reform  bill  that  the  Republicans  have  put  forward,  the 
system  can  be  gamed  but  it  seems  to  me  that  we  are  putting  into 
place  incentives  to  game  the  system  here  to  get  cheap  employees. 
Maybe  this  is  a  problem  with  our  bill,  too,  and  we  should  try  to 
address  it. 

I  am  concerned  about  that.  And  I  am  concerned  also  that  this  is, 
indeed,  a  steppingstone  and  that  there  is  some  finality  to  the 
amount  of  time  that  people  can  be  in  subsidized  jobs  so  that  they 
are  pushed  off  the  end  of  the  diving  board  and  said  now  you  have 
to  swim. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  And  we  feel  the  same  way.  We  have  a  series  of 
provisions  designed  to  prevent  people  from  staying  on  indefinitely. 
Like  people  who  turn  down  any  unsubsidized  job  offer,  that  is  a  6- 
month  sanction  where  they  are  not  entitled  for  any  supplement. 
People  do  not  get  the  earned  income  tax  credit  in  the  subsidized 
job,  where  they  would  in  an  unsubsidized  job.  There  is  a  40-percent 
pay  difference  between  those  two  jobs  in  that  setting. 

We  have  mandatory  job  search  after  each  12-month  period.  There 
is  a  maximum  of  12  months  in  each  case.  We  have  tried  to  have 
a  series  of  steps.  And  States  have  the  opportunity  to  walk  someone 
carefully  through  the  job  search  process  and  if  persons  are  not  fol- 
lowing up  on  referrals,  there  can  be  a  sanction  process.  We  have 
tried  to  strike  that  balance  of  the  need  to  find  job  opportunities  for 
people.  A  lot  of  people  are  going  to  need  help  getting  started.  It  can 
be  a  steppingstone. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Just  by  way  of  observation,  what  you  are  talking 
about  as  to  walking  welfare  mothers  through  all  of  this  and  looking 
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into  this,  we  are  going  to  have  to,  under  either  bill,  do  some  drastic 
retraining  of  welfare  caseworkers  under  these  programs. 

Mr.  Santorum.  a  question  on  sanctions.  What  happens  if  the 
person  doesn't  work  the  15  hours,  or  whatever  they  are  going  to  be 
required  to  work  to  "work  off  the  subsidy"? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Let's  say  I  am  assigned  a  30-hour-a-week  job  and 
I  don't  show  up  for  5  of  those  hours,  I  would  only  get  paid  for  25 
of  those  hours. 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  is  it? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  it. 

Mr.  Santorum.  If  she  doesn't  work,  in  most  cases,  it  is  a  she,  if 
she  doesn't  work  at  all,  they  lose  the  entire  benefit,  or  a  portion 
of  the  benefit? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Eventually,  someone  might  be  fired  or  quit. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Let's  take  a  week  where  the  recipient  doesn't 
work  at  all.  Do  they  get  a  check? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  If  the  person  is  sick,  there  are  provisions  for  sick 
pay,  but  if  someone  simply  skips  out  without  any  good  cause,  the 
idea  is  if  you  don't  work,  you  don't  get  paid. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  about  the  children? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Again,  our  expectation  is,  and  our  indications  are 
that  the  vast  majority  of  people  do  want  to  work,  and  given  the  op- 
portunity they  will  do  so.  But  we  think  that  if  there  is  going  to  be 
the  dignity  of  the  real  job,  there  have  to  be  some  of  the  con- 
sequences. So,  obviously,  if  over  the  long  term  someone  consistently 
refuses  to  work,  you  have  to  see  it  much  more  seriously. 

Mr.  Santorum.  You  say  if  she  doesn't  work,  she  doesn't  get  paid. 
But  I  thought  my  reading  of  the  bill  was  that  she  would  receive 
a  50-percent  sanction. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  This  can  be  confusing.  Let  me  explain.  In  the  situ- 
ation, if  she  doesn't  go  to  work,  she  doesn't  get  paid. 

But  let's  say  that  she  simply  quits  the  job  and  walks  away  or 
gets  fired.  Then  the  question  comes  up  what  happens  next? 

At  the  moment,  she  is  not  going  to  get  paid  but  she  may  have 
come  back  and  reapplied  if  she  wanted  to  get  a  new  job,  a  new 
work  opportunity.  What  is  going  to  happen? 

For  1  month  she  is  going  to  get  a  50-percent  reduction  while  she 
is  coming  on  to  get  into  that  work  slot.  The  next  time,  it  is  3 
months  of  a  50-percent  reduction.  That  is  the  situation  where 
somebody  has  quit,  walked  away,  came  back  and  reapplied.  And  we 
also  have  some  penalties  then  for  the  fact  that  you  quit  or  were 
fired. 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  parallels  what  the  Republican  bill  does  as 
far  as  sanctions;  if  the  person  doesn't  fulfill  their  work  require- 
ment, there  is  a  sanction. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  It  is  somewhat  different.  In  the  Republican  bill  it 
is  a  traditional  CWEP  situation.  If  someone  didn't  show  up  for  a 
day  or  two,  it  is  unlikely  that  the  people  would  go  through  the 
elaborate  sanctions  process;  but  they  could.  And  if  someone  didn't 
show  up  at  all,  it  is  over  a  bigger  base. 

Mr.  Santorum.  OK  The  reason  I  say  that  is  because  I  know  that 
a  lot  of  the  criticism  of  the  Republican  bill  is  that  the  sanctioning 
process  is  a  little  bit  more  bureaucratic,  but  it  seems  more  similar 
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to  what  the  administration's  proposal  is  with  respect  to  sanctioning 
for  nonwork. 

Let  ine  plow  through  one  more  time  the  issue  that  we  tried  to 
go  through  with  respect  to  exemptions  from  your  bill.  We  tried  to 
do  that  in  the  full  committee  and  I  think  we  didn't  have  the  time 
to  do  it  well.  So  let  me  try  again  to  make  sense  of  this. 

Now,  we  have  the  first  cut,  to  exclude  all  mothers  born  before 
1975 — 1972,  excuse  me.  That  amounts  to  75  to  80  percent  of  the 
caseload. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  No — ^yes,  to  the  first  half,  no  to  the  second  half. 
In  the  year  1997,  the  first  year  of  implementation,  it  is  about  one- 
third  of  the  people  that  are  included.  Two-thirds  are  excluded. 

Mr.  SA^^^ORUM.  You  say  the  first  year  of  implementation.  There 
are  4  years.  If  we  pass  the  bill  this  year,  which  listening  to  mv 
chairman  here  is  looking  less  likely,  but  if  we  were  to  pass  the  bill 
this  year,  and  we  would  begin  implementation  next  year,  you 
would  accept  the  fact  that  75  to  80  percent  of  the  program  would 
not  be  eligible? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  the  number  is  two-thirds  Congressman, 
but  we  have  the  exact  figures.  I  do  not  believe  the  number  is  any- 
thing like  20  percent.  States  can  phase  in  more  quickly  if  they 
choose.  This  is  just  the  minimum. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Haven't  you  been  making  comments  that  the 
States  are  complaining  about  the  phasein  that  you  suggested  in  the 
first  place? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  correct.  But  the  States  may  find  that  they 
can  move  faster  or  want  to  move  faster. 

Mr.  Santorum.  We  haven't  seen  that  experience.  In  the  Family 
Support  Act,  States  have  not  been  aggressive  in  phasing  in  more 
participants  than  they  have  to  phase  in. 

Ms.  Bane.  That  is  not  actually  true.  Many  States  are  well  above 
their  participation  requirement  at  this  point. 

In  1993,  the  requirement  was  11  percent.  In  the  aggregate,  it 
was  17  percent  for  all  the  States,  so  they  were  well  above.  And 
there  were  a  number  of  States  that  were  as  high  as  25  or  30  per- 
cent. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Very  good.  Maybe  that  pleads  the  case  that  we 
could  be  more  aggressive  than  we  are  suggesting. 

Let  me  go  on.  You  then  list  the  following  categories  as  exempt 
from  the  pipeline,  the  JOBS,  and  the  work  requirement:  Mothers 
caring  for  children  under  1  year,  disabled  mothers,  mothers  caring 
for  disabled  relatives,  mothers  in  the  third  trimester  of  pregnancy, 
and  mothers  living  in  a  geographically  remote  area;  correct? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Correct. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Do  we  have  any  idea  what  percentage  of  the 
caseload  that  will  be? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Yes,  we  do.  Look  at  table  2.  It  is  for  the  year 
2000,  but  it  doesn't  change  very  much  over  time.  You  will  notice 
that — and,  by  the  way,  the  "good  cause"  things  are  in  there,  too, 
I  believe,  the  extensions.  We  end  up  with  about  23  percent  exempt 
of  the  phased-in  group,  which  by  the  year  2000  is  half  of  the  case- 
load. 

Mr.  Santorum.  So  of  half  the  caseload  that  phases  in,  23  percent 
of  the  half  is  going  to  be  deferred. 
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Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Then  you  have  another  10  percent  that  can  stay 
in  the  JOBS  program  if  they  are  in  college  or  in  long-term  training. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Ten  percent  of  a  slightly  different  base,  but  it  is 
just  of  the  JOBS  program. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Ten  percent  of  the  people  in  the  JOBS  program, 
the  jobs  portion  of  the  program? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Yes,  that  is  correct. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Let  me  be  clear  about  this.  We,  in  fact,  could 
have  10  percent  of  the  people  on  welfare  being  supported  through 
4  years  of  college  on  welfare? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  that  is  not  correct.  There  are  a  couple  of 
different  things  to  be  clear  on. 

First  of  all,  it  is  up  to  10  percent  for  exemptions  due  to  the  fact 
that  people  may  be  learning  disabled;  they  may  have  language  bar- 
rier problems;  it  may  take  more  time  than  that  to  finish  their  GED. 
If  people  want  to  complete  a  4-year  education,  it  must  require  that 
people  be  working  at  least  15  hours.  It  has  to  be  work-study  to- 
gether. 

Mr.  Santorum.  OK  You  have  5  percent,  which  increases  to  10 
percent  in  the  year  2000,  who  can  be  exempted  because  the  parents 
are  judged  to  be  incapable  of  participating  in  the  program.  So  just 
a  fudge  factor,  so  to  speak. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  it  is  very  important.  We  spent  a  lot  of  time 
talking  with  welfare  recipients,  talking  with  various  State  adminis- 
trators and  the  like,  and  there  is  a  very  small  group  of  people  that 
is  hard  to  define,  that  have  an  extraordinary  difficulty  coping. 
Maybe  they  have  had  a  death  in  the  family.  You  could  never  write 
enough  detailed  language  in  Federal  legislation.  You  have  a  small 
group  that  the  State  has  the  flexibility  to  say  it  doesn't  make 
sense 

Mr.  Santorum.  Why  do  we  need  this  if  you  have  another  exemp- 
tion that  says  20  percent  are  exempt  because  of  section  202  of  your 
bill,  that  States  are  only  required  to  get  80  percent  in  the  work 
program?  If  you  are  supposed  to  get  up  to  80  percent  in  the  first 
place,  you  have  a  fudge  factor  of  20  percent  built  in,  and  then  you 
build  in  another  10  percent  on  top  of  that.  I  guess  that  is  my  ques- 
tion. 

The  Republican  bill  also  gets  phased  in  up  to  only  90  percent  and 
allows  the  State  the  flexibility  for  those  difficult  cases  that  you  re- 
ferred to,  other  than  what  we  also  called  an  "exempt  category."  But 
you  seem  to  have  two  layers  of  "exempt  categories"  and  I  am  won- 
dering, why? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  believe  the  80-percent  figure  is  dealing  with  a 
different  problem.  Jobs  start  and  end. 

When  you  are  trying  to  put  someone  in  a  job  slot,  it  isn't  always 
available  the  first  day.  There  may  not  be  a  job  opening  here  until 
2  or  3  weeks  from  now.  People  may  not  be  ready  to  move  from  one 
job  to  the  next. 

This  is  designed  to  deal  with  the  inevitable  situations  as  people 
come  and  go.  We  are  trying  to  get  up  to  everybody  involved,  but 
that  doesn't  mean  that  in  every  instance  every  single  person  will 
be  in  a  job  slot.  There  are  going  to  be  some  people  who  have  just 
finished  a  placement  and  are  waiting  to  move  on  to  the  next. 


356 

Mr.  Santorum.  Are  there  any  other  deferrals  or  exemptions  that 
I  am  not  aware  of  that  are  in  the  bill? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  don't  think  so.  We  tried  to  take  account  in  our 
tables. 

Mr.  Santorum.  All  of  them  are  included  in  this  table? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  believe  so. 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  only  ones  I  see  are  deferred  because  of  ill- 
ness and  child  care,  et  cetera.  I  don't  see  anything  as  far  as  the 
10  percent  that  stay  in  jobs  longer 

Mr.  Ellwood.  They  would  be  included  in  the  37  percent  that  are 
in  the  mandatory  time  limit,  the  second  row  here,  "required  to  par- 
ticipate in  time-limited  mandatory  training."  They  would  be  in- 
cluded in  that  37-percent  figure. 

Mr.  Santorum.  And  the  20  percent  that  would  be  exempt  out  of 
the  work  program? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Those  are  included  in  the  work  program  figure. 

Mr.  Santorum.  When  you  say  they  are  included  in  this  work 
program,  they  are  included  as  oeing  in  the  work  program  even 
though  they  are  not  required  to  be  in  the  program? 

Ms.  Bane.  They  actually  are  required  to  be  in  the  program.  The 
participation  rate  standard,  as  David  said,  is  meant  to  respond  to 
the  fact  that  there  is  fluctuation  in  placements  and  systems.  And 
so  the  table  actually  says  "required  to  participate." 

Mr.  Santorum.  It  doesn't  necessarily  mean  they  are  in  jobs? 

Ms.  Bane.  At  a  given  moment. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Of  that  40  percent,  8  percent  are  out  there  just 
not  working  or  are  allowed  to  be  out  there  not  working;  well,  20 
percent  of  the  40  percent  would  not  be  required  to  be  working? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Twenty-eight  percent  of  the  15  percent,  which  is 
the  work  program.  And  then  my  guess  is  that  every  one  of  those 
people  will  think  they  are  working  full  time,  it  is  just  that  there 
are  2  weeks  before  job  assignments.  That  sort  of  thing. 

If  you  talk  to  the  States  about  what  is  realistic  here,  this  is  not 
an  example  where  we  are  trying  to  be  loose.  This  is  an  example  of 
what  can  realistically  be  achieved. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Wnat  States,  in  particular,  have  you  talked  to  as 
far  as  where  they  have  expressed  concerns? 

We  have  done  the  same  thing.  We  have  talked  to  States  and  we 
believe— States  don't  like  the  Federal  Government  telling  them  to 
do  anything,  and  I  understand  that. 

What  States,  in  particular,  have  you  talked  to  and  gotten  the  in- 
formation that  this  is  the  doable  thing,  as  opposed  to  something 
more  dramatic? 

Ms.  Bane.  We  have  talked  to  dozens  of  States. 

I  think  that  another  thing  we  have  looked  at,  and  that  I  am  sure 
you  will  want  to  look  at,  too,  is  that  some  of  the  MDRC  studies  of 
the  GAIN  program  in  California  tracked  very  closely  who  was  in 
what  kind  of  program.  And  we  look  at  the  data  fi*om  San  Diego, 
which  came  close  to  enforcing  a  full  participation  requirement. 
They  had  virtually  everybody  participating,  doing  something,  and 
so  on. 

But  what  they  found  was  that  because  of  the  "in  and  out,"  of  the 
nature  of  the  kinds  of  programs,  that  a  slot  was  not  always  avail- 
able at  the  exact  same  time,  the  actual  participation  rate  that  they 
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counted  was  close  to  50  percent.  So,  because  of  movements  in  and 
out,  you  have  to  be  very  realistic  about  what  is  a  participation  rate 
that  translates  into  full  participation. 

Mr.  Santorum.  ok.  Just  one  final  question.  You  have  mothers 
who  get  a  1-year  exemption  after  a  child  is  born.  As  you  know,  in 
the  Republican  bill,  it  is  6  months  for  the  first  child  and  3  months 
for  the  second  child.  Again,  matching  up  the  administration  bill 
versus  what  really  is  in  a  sense,  required  of  other  single  moms  in 
America  who  are  not  on  welfare. 

I  mean,  you  have  the  Family  Medical  Leave  Act  which  is  12 
weeks  of  unpaid  leave,  and  you  have  most  employer  plans  which 
are  most  generous,  which  are  3  months  of  paid  leave.  And  we  are 
giving  welfare  mothers  1  year  of,  in  fact,  paid  leave.  And  that  is 
why,  I  guess,  if  we  are  going  to  say  that  we  are  going  to  try  to 
make  this  fair,  then  how  is  that  equitable  toward  the  working 
mothers  who,  in  fact,  are  paying  taxes  to  support  this  system? 

Ms.  Bane.  As  in  so  many  parts  of  this  welfare  reform  effort,  we 
are  looking  for  a  balance  here  and  looking  for  the  right  balance.  I 
am  sure  that  you  have  heard  from  people  commenting  on  your  bill 
about  the  potential  expense  of  providing  day  care  for  infants  who 
are  under  the  age  of  1.  And  also  about  the  importance  of  parents 
developing  that  relationship  with  their  children  in  the  early  years. 

I  think  it  is  very  hard  to  get  the  number  exactly  perfectly  right, 
but  in  trying  to  get  the  balance  of  fairness  and  equity  with  other 
mothers,  what  we  want  to  spend  our  money  on,  what  appears  fair, 
we  think  1  year  is  very  reasonable.  And  it  is  a  big,  big  change. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Exempts  them  from  what  from  the  age  of  3? 

Ms.  Bane.  From  current  law,  and  that  is  what  is  really  impor- 
tant. Current  law  exempts  mothers  up  until  their  children  are  up 
to  the  age  of  3 — the  current  welfare  system  exempts  mothers  with 
children  under  3  from  dealing  with  a  JOBS  participation  require- 
ment. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  applaud  the  step  in  the  right  direction. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Levin. 

Mr.  Levin.  Thank  you. 

A  quick  question  on  advanced  EITC  payments.  There  is  at  least 
one  request  for  a  waiver  on  this,  and  I  take  it  from — and  you  have 
more  or  less  communicated  this.  You  don't  think  you  now  have  the 
waiver  authorities? 

Ms.  Bane.  That  is  correct.  The  Treasury  Department  assures  us 
that  provisions  of  the  tax  law  are  not  in  support  of  that. 

Mr.  Levin.  There  has  been  a  lot  of  reference  during  this  hearing 
to  State  flexibility.  And  maybe  it  would  be  useful  for  somebody  to 
go  through  the  bill  and  list  the  areas  where  there  is  State  flexibil- 
ity. I  think  we  would  find  it  a  fairly  long  list;  no? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Yes,  I  think  we  would.  We  could  provide  you  with 
that.  We  have  such  a  list  which  we  could  provide  for  you. 

Mr.  Levin.  You  have  it? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  don't  have  it  with  me  presently. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:! 

The  attached  material  details  the  State  options  available  in  the  Work  and  Respon- 
sibility Act. 
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STATE  OPTIONS  IN  THE  WORK  AND  RESPONSIBILITY  ACT  OF  1994 

/.  JOBS,  TIME,  LIMITS  AND  WORK 
JOBS  AND  TIME  LIMITS 
A;  Emplovability  Plan 

State  agencies  may  elect  a  variety  of  processes  to  resolve  disputes  regaiding  the 

employability  plan. 

B.  Substance  Abuse  and  Deferral  from  JOBS/WORK 

States  may  require  deferred  substance  abusers  to  participate  in  treatment  and  may  levy 
sanctions  for  failure  to  do  so.  States  may  also  require  JOBS  participants  to  partake  in 
substance  abuse  treatment  in  conjunction  with  another  JOBS  activity. 

C.  JOBS  Services 

States  will  have  the  option  to  require  aU  job-ready  new  recipients,  not  just  those  from  the 
phased-in  group,  to  perform  up-front  job  search. 

D.  Minimum  Work  Standard 

States  will  have  the  option  of  increasing  the  20  hbur  minimum  work  standard  to  an 
average  of  30  hours  per  week-  States  will  also  have  the  option  to  set  different  minimnm 
work  standards  to  different  subgroups  as  long  as  the  hours  fall  between  20  and  30  hours 
per  week. 

E.  JOBS  Participation 

States  will  have  the  option  of  subjecting  volunteers  from  the  not-phased-in  group  to  the 
time  limit.  States  may  dcOne  the  phascd-in  group  more  broadly  and  may  require 
recipients  not-phased-in  to  participate  in  JOBS. 

F.  JOBS  Funding 

Beginning  in  FY97,  a  State  may  reallocate  up  to  10%  of  its  combined  JOBS  and  WORK 
allotments  from  its  JOBS  program  to  its  WORK  program  and  vice  versa.  If  a  State  is 
unable  to  claim  all  Federal  JOBS/WORK  funding  for  a  fiscal  year,  it  may  draw  down 
Federal  funds  JOBS  operational  costs  in  excess  of  its  capped  entitlement. 

G!  Transition  to  WorkAVORK 

Before  taking  a  WORK  assignment,  individuals  would  be  required  to  engage  in  job  search 
for  at  least  45  days,  and  the  State  will  have  the  option  of  extending  to  90  days. 

.     States  may  provide  an  additional  month  of  AFDC  to  those  who  find  employment  just  as 
their  AFDCyjOBS  eligibility  ends. 

,     States  may  provide  post  employment  and  worker  support  services. 

H.  Effective  Date  and  Definition  of  Phascd-In  Group 

.    States  can  petition  to  delay  implementation  for  up  to  one  year  after  the  effective  date 
(October  1,  1995)  for  circumstances  beyond  control  of  the  State  IV-A  agency. 

.    States  will  have  the  option  to  define  the  phased-in  group  more  broadly  as  long  as  the  base 
group  (individuals  born  after  1971)  is  included. 

ADMINISTRATION  OF  JOBSAVORK 
A,  Overall  Administration 

.    The  Governor  may  designate  the  agency  to  administer  JOBSAVORK  and  determine 
whether  the  State  will  utilize  a  State-wide  one-stop  career  center  system  to  implement 


JOBS/WORK.  If  the  IV-A  agency  administers  JOBS,  it  will  have  the  option  of  contracting 
with  other  entities  to  cany  out  all  JOBS/WORK  functions. 
.    In  States  where  an  agency  other  than  a  IV-A  agency  is  administering  JOBSAVORK,  States 
will  be  given  flexibility  in  determining  deferral  status;  granting  extensions  of  time  limits; 
providing  secondary  JOBSAVORK  hearings/reviews. 

WORK 

A.  WORK  Funding 

.    States  would  be  permitted  to  reallocate  up  to  10%  of  combined  JOBS/WORK  allotments 
from  the  JOBS  program  to  the  WORK  program  and  vice  versa.   States  may  also  reallocate 
up  to  10%  of  JOBS  funding  for  FY97  for  WORK  start-up  costs.  If  a  State  is  unable  to 
claim  all  Federal  JOBS/WORK  fimding  for  a  fiscal  year,  it  may  draw  down  Federal  funds 
for  WORK  operational  costs  in  excess  of  its  capped  entitlement. 

B.  WORK  Eligibility  Criteria  and  Registration  Process 

.    States  will  have  the  option  of  requiring  both  AFDC-UP  parents  to  participate  in  WORK. 

C  Allocation  of  WORK  Assignments/Interim  Activities/Job  Search 

.    States  will  have  the  option  of  requiring  persons  awaiting  WORK  assignments  to  participate 

in  other  WORK  activities,  including  job  search,  and  to  establish  mechanisms  for 

monitoring  such  activities. 

D.  Supportive  Services/Worker  Support 

.    States  may  provide  supportive  services  (such  as  child  caie  and  transportation)  to  WORK 
participants  who  are  engaged  in  concurrent  training/education  activities. 

E.  Sanctions/Penalties  (JOBS  and  WORK) 

.    JOBS  Sanctions:  To  resolve  disputes  concerning  JOBS  participants  a  State  may  adopt  a 
conciliation  policy  to  meet  appropriate  standards  or  may  provide  a  notification  process 
whereby  once  contact  from  a  recipient  is  initiated,  the  State  has  the  option  to  resolve  the 
dispute  without  imposing  a  sanction. 

.    >IneligibUity  for  a  WORK  Assignment:  For  dismissal  from  a  WORK  assignment.  States 
would  be  able  to  apply  the  definition  of  misconduct  utilized  in  its  unemployment  insurance 


F.  Job  Search 

.    The  State  could  require  WORK  participants  to  engage  in  job  search  while  in  a  WORK 

assignment  provided  the  combined  hours  of  work  and  job  search  did  not  exceed  an  average 

of  40  hours  per  week. 
G;  Assessing  Faiticipation  in  WORK  Beyond  Two  Years 
.    At  the  end  of  two  consecutive  WORK  assignments.  States  have  the  option  to  require 

participants,  who  lived  in  an  area  where  suitable  jobs  exist,  to  engage  in  intensive  job 

search.  Noncooperation,  or  refusal  to  apply  for  or  accept  available  jobs,  may  result  in  6 

month  ineligibility  for  either  WORK  or  AFDC  benefits.O 


MAKE  WORK  PAY 

A.  Child  Care 

.    Program  Simplification/Consistency  Issues:  IV -A  child  care  funds  will  continue  to  flow  to 

the  rV-A  agency,  but  States  will  have  the  option  to  contract  to  the  lead  CCDBG  agency. 
.    Continuity  of  Care:  States  will  have  the  option  to  extend  hours  and  weeks  of  care  to  assure 

continuity  of  care  for  children. 
B^  Improving  the  EITC 
.    Permitting  Publicly  Administered  Advanced  EITC  Payment  Systems:  Allow  four  States 

the  option  to  propose  a  demonstration  project  pursuant  to  .which  advance  EITC 

payments  would  be  made  to  eligible  residents  through  a  State  agency.  States  may  provide, 

on  an  advanced  basis,  up  to  75%  of  the  maximum  credit  for  which  the  taxpayer  is  eligible. 

States  may  include  in  its  proposal  coordination  of  advance  EITC  payments  and  other 

Federal  beneGts  through  electronic  benefit  technology. 
C  Income  Disregards 
.    States  may  establish  their  own  disregard  policy  on,  earned  income  above  the  federally 

required  disregard  (a  minimum  of  S120  in  earning  indexed  for  inflation  in  rounded 

increments  of  $10)  for  applicants/recipients  and  "WORK  participants. 
.    States  shall  have  flexibility  in  establishing  OU-the-gap  policies  and  in  passing-through 

additional  child  support  payments  above  the  AFDC  $50  pass-through. 

ENHANCING  RESPONSIBIUTY  AND  OPPORTUNITY  FOR  NON-CUSTODIAL 

PARENTS 

A.  Training  and  Employment  for  Non-Custodial  Parents 

States  can  spend  up  to  10%  of  JOBS  and  WORK  funding  for  work/training  activities  for 

non-custodial  parents.  States  do  not  need  to  provide  the  same  JOBSAVORK  services  to 

custodial  and  non-custodial  parents. 

At  State  option,  a  child  support  obligation  can  be  suspended  or  reduced  while  the  non- 
'  custodial  parent  participates  in  a  program  that  does  not  provide  enough  to  pay  the  current 

order. 

n.  INFORMATION  SYSTEMS  AND  INFRASTRUCTURE 

A.  State  Automated  Systems 

Multi-State  Collaborative  Projects,  State  Lead  with  Federal  Partnership 
Transitional  Assistance  Support  System:  States  may  augment  their  systems  to  include 
automation  of  additional  specified  functions. 

Child  Care  and  JOBSAVORK  Case  Management  Infonnation  Systems:  States  may 
implement  automated  information  systems  that  meet  the  model  functional  specifications  of 
Child  Care  and  JOBS/WORK  described  in  the  Federally-sponsored  model  approach. 
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ni.  PREVENT  TEEN  PREGNANCY  AND  PROMOTE  PARENTAL  RESPONSIBILITY 

A.  Incentives  for  Responsible  Behavior 

.      Limiting  AFDC  Benefits  to  Additional  Children  Conceived  While  on  AFDC:  States  may 
limit  all  or  part  of  an  AFDC  increase  when  an  additional  child  is  conceived  while  the 
parent  is  on  welfare. 

Teen  Parent  Education  and  Parenting  Activities  State  Option:  States  may  use  monetary 
incentives  (with  sanctions)  as  inducement  for  pregnant  teens  and  teen  custodial  parents 
(who  receive  AFDC  and  do  not  have  a  high  school  diploma  or  GED)  to  attend  an 
education  program.  States  may  include  custodial  pregnant  teens  and  teen  parents  up  to 
their  21st  birthday  and  may  limit  the  geographic  scope  of  this  option. 

IV.  CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT  PROPOSAL 
A;  Establish  Awards  in  Every  Case 

.      Financial  Incentives  for  Paternity  Establishment:   States  may  experiment  with  programs 

that  provide  financial  incentives  for  parents  to  establish  paternity. 
.      Simplifying  Paternity  Establishment:  States  may  allow  a  father  to  reopen  a  case  in  cases 

of  fraud  or  for  the  good  of  the  child. 

Paternity  Outreach:  States  may  require  all  recipients  to  panicipatc  in  pre-natal  programs. 

B.  Treatment  of  Child  Support  for  AFDC  Families  ~  State  Option 

.     Distribution  of  Child  Support  Payments:  States  may  allow  child  support  payments  (to  be 
counted  as  income)  to  be  paid  directly  to  any  family  receiving  AFDC. 

C.  Collect  Awards  That  Arc  Owed  -  State  Role 

Option  for  Integrated  State  Registry:  States  may  maintain  a  unified,  integrated  State 

re^stry  by  connecting  local  registries  through  computer  linkage. 

Centralized  Collection  and  Disbursement  Through  a  State  Central  Payment  Center:  States 

may  allow  cash  payments  at  local  offices  or  financial  institutions  (as  opposed  to  the  State 

Central  Payment  Center)  if  the  payments  are  remitted  to  the  State  Payment  Center  for 

processing  within  24  hours  of  receipt. 

States  may  form  cooperative  agreements  to  provide  collection/disbursement  functions  for 

more  than  one  State  through  one  "drop  box"  location. 

D.  Guaranteeing  Some  Level  of  Support  -  Child  Support  Assurance  Demonstrations 
Allow  three  states  to  implement  Child  Support  Asstuancc  demonstrations. 

create  work  programs  for  noncustodial  parents  with  no  income  to  work  off  support. 

E.  WORK  Programs  for  Noncustodial  Parents 

States  may  create  work  programs  for  noncustodial  parents  with  no  income  to  work  off 
child  support  they  owe. 

V.  IMPROVING  GOVERNMENT  ASSISTANCE 

A.  Rationalization  and  Simplification  Across  Assistance  Programs 

Resources  -  National  Unsubsidized  IDA  Program:  States  may  allow  Individual 
Development  Accounts  to  be  established  by  Federally  insured  financial  institutions  to  pay 
for  post-secondary  education  or  training,  first-homes,  or  business  capitalization. 

.      Filing  Unit  -  UP  Provisions:  States  may  eliminate  any  of  the  special  eligibility 
requirements  for  two-parent  families. 

.      Filing  Unit  -  Stepparent  Deeming:  States  may  increase  the  amount  of  stepparent 


.      Optional  Retrospective  Budgeting:  Retrospective  budgeting  will  be  optional  for  States 
without  regard  to  whether  families  arc  required  to  report  monthly. 

B.  Regulatory  Revisions 

.      Verification  of  Information  in  Applications:  States  will  have  greater  flexibility  relative  to 
the  information  sources  they  use  to  verify  identification  information  in  applications. 
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Mr.  Levin.  But  you  do  have  it. 

There  would  be  State  flexibihty  in  many,  many  instances,  no? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  right. 

Mr.  Levin.  So  let  me  ask  you  in  terms  of  the  State  flexibility,  as 
to  age  groupings;  first,  on  table  2,  where  you  have  "projected  wel- 
fare, work  and  training  status  of  phased-in  groups,"  and  then  in 
the  second  box  "required  to  participate  in  time-limited,  mandatory 
training,  education  and  placement  programs,"  37  percent.  What 
portion  of  that  37  percent  would  be  working? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Well,  the  table  shows  the  first  row  is  all  the  peo- 
ple who  are  working,  so  40  percent  of  the  overall  group. 

Mr.  Levin.  I  am  on  table  2. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Look  at  the  first  row. 

Mr.  Levin.  Required  to  participate  in  time-limited,  mandatory 
education? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  None  of  those  people  are  working.  Other  people 
are  picked  up  above  in  the  working  or  off  welfare  rolls;  40  percent 
of  the  group  is  either  working  or  off  welfare  or  both. 

Mr.  Levin.  So,  in  the  second  category,  none  of  those  people  are 
working? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  No,  those  are  the  people  who  have  not  hit  the 
time  limit  yet  or  are  in  an  education  and  training  program  prior 
to  having  hit  the  time  limit. 

Mr.  Levin.  So  those  who  are  working  or  off  welfare,  14  percent 
have  left  welfare;  9  percent  are  in  part-time  work.  This  is  in  the 
year  2000;  right? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Correct. 

Mr.  Levin.  Seventeen  percent  are  in  the  work  program.  So  in  the 
year  2000,  we  are  talking  about  approximately  how  many  people? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  roughly  1  million  people.  And  if  you  look 
at  table  1,  it  has  exactly  the  same  figures  but  shown  in  absolute 
numbers  as  opposed  to  percentages. 

Mr.  Levin.  So  the  number  of  those  who  are  in  the  work  program 
would  be  394,000. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  correct,  Congressman. 

Mr.  Levin.  And  that  would  be  of  the  2.3  million. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Of  the  group  that  is  phased  in,  that  is  around  2.4 
million  people.  Of  that  group. 

Mr.  Levin.  So  that  comes  to  about  15  percent;  right? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Seventeen  percent. 

Mr.  Levin.  Seventeen  percent. 

I  have  appreciated  the  willingness  on  your  part  to  discuss  this. 
You  have  had  a  lot  of  discussion  internally  and  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant to  have  this  discussion  externally. 

Do  you  know  if  you  compared  the  age  groups  that  you  selected 
with  those  on  AFDC  who  are  older,  do  you  have  the  figures  as  to 
the  different  levels  of  education  and  training? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  don't  have  them  with  me.  I  would  be  happy — 
I  am  sure  we  could  provide  that  for  you.  I  don't  think  we  have  that. 
I  don't  think  it  is  very  different. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 


Committee  on  Ways  and  Means,  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  -  July  26,  1994 


Requested  by:  Mr.  Levin,  transcript  page  78-79 


Information  requested: 

Information  on  the  levels  of  education  and  training  for  "younger"  and  "older"  AFDC 
recipients 


Department  response: 

We  do  not  have  data  that  directly  responds  to  the  question.    We  are  attaching  a  copy  of 
"Table  10-27.  -  AFDC  Characteristics,  1969-92"  from  the  1994  Green  Book.    The 
education  levels  of  mothers  is  one  of  the  characteristics  of  AFDC  families  illustrated  on  the 
table.    For  1982  and  later  years,  data  for  this  table  were  derived  from  information  collected 
from  cases  within  the  National  Integrated  Quality  Control  System's  (NIQCS)  monthly 
sample.    Because  of  the  large  number  of  "unknown"  responses,  the  data  on  education  of 
mothers  may  not  be  reliable  and  the  acmal  years  of  education  may  be  significantly  different 
from  that  reported. 

Also  attached  is  a  table  illustrating  the  education  levels  of  female  recipients  24  years  old  and 
under,  based  on  1992  quality  control  data. 

Other  research  indicates  that  of  all  first  time  recipients,  13.0  percent  have  less  than  9  years 
of  education  at  the  beginning  of  their  first  AFDC  spell,  34.0  percent  have  9-11  years  of 
education,  and  53.0  percent  have  12  or  more  years.    See  the  table  on  Selected  Characteristics 
of  AFDC  Recipients  by  Total  Time  on  Welfare. 
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TABIE  iO-27.-AfOC  CHARACTERISTICS.  1969-92 


2S.«        30.8        302        30.3 


I  lof  diiiMIHy  (Mfcnt  ( 
Parents  present: 
laapiclUM 


A(e  of  motlKr  (peicent  e 


3IjO        37.1       44J 


27.9       27J       27.9       30.1 


143  M        16.5        18.9        223        21.9        21.1 

17.6         m        K.I        17.S       20.1        21.1        21.0 
3C.S         NA       337        33.0       31J       32.4       33J 


31.0        29.0        26.0        270 


4SJ        44J        43.1        43.8        40.7        39.8        39.7 
13.4        m        13.6        12.0        14.4        15.7        16.6 


91.6        92.0 


The  Education  of  Female  Recipients 
24  years  old  and  under 


EDUCATION 

PERCENT 

LESS  THAN  fflGH 
SCHOOL 

3.9 

SOME  HIGH  SCHOOL 

24.4 

HIGH  SCHOOL  AND 
BEYOND 

29.9 

UNKNOWN 

41.9 

NOTE:     Because  of  the  large  number  of  "unknown"  responses,  the  data  in  this  table  may 
not  be  reliable  and  the  actual  years  of  education  may  be  significantly  different  from  that 
reported. 


Selected  Characteristics  of  AFDC  Recipients 
by  Total  Time  on  Welfare 

Percent  of  Total  in  Group  by  Time  on 
Over  a  25-Year  Period 

Welfare 

Characteristics  at  Beginning  of  First  AFDC 
Spell 

<=  24 
Months 

25-60 
Mondis 

More 
Than  60 
Months 

All 
Recipients 

Education  at  Time  of  Initial  Receipt 
Uss  than  HS 
HS  or  GED 
Post-Secondary 

34.8 
45.1 
20.1 

45.3 
42.2 
12.5 

62.8 
31.8 
5.5 

46.9 
39.8 
13.3 

No  Work  Experience  in  Year  Prior  to 
Initial  Receipt 

30.2 

37.2 

50.1 

38.7 

Own  Disability  or  Health  Problem 
that  Limits  Work  at  Initial  Receipt 

14.0 

7.6 

7.4 

10.2 

Age  When  First  Received  AFDC 
Under  20 
20-24 
25-30 
Over  30 

17.9 
26.4 
28.4 
27.3 

28.5 
23.0 
28.3 
20.3 

42.3 
21.3 
18.3 
18.0 

28.8 
23.9 
24.9 
22.5 

Race/Ethnicity 

White/Other 

Black 

Hispanic 

64.8 
22.6 
12.6 

58.1 
30.7 
11.3 

42.8 
33.8 
23.4 

55.6 
28.4 
16.0 

Never  Married  When  First  Received  AFDC 

47.7 

56.2 

72.2 

58.2 

Age  of  Yoimgest  Child  at  First  Receipt 
<=  12  months 
13-36  months 
37-60  months 
61-1- 

43.5 
17.5 
11.8 
27.3 

57.4 
12.6 
11.6 
18.4 

58.9 
18.2 
9.2 
13.8 

52.1 
16.6 
10.9 
20.5 

Number  of  Children  at  Time  of  Initial  Receipt 
1 
2 
3  or  More 

58.3 
32.9 
8.8 

52.4 
37.6 
10.0 

59.1 
30.5 
10.4 

57.2 
33.2 
9.7 

Disabled  Child  at  Time  of  Initial  Receipt 

6.4 

5.6 

8.4 

6.9 

of  First  Receipt 

14.4 

14.7 

20.0 

16.4 

Percent  of  All  New  Recipients 

42.2 

23.1 

34.7 

100.0 

Note:  AH  charaaeristics  are  measured  when  a  recipient 
can  and  do  change  over  time.   However,  these  changes 


first  receives  welfare, 
are  not  represeraed  in  i 


Many  of  these  characteristics 
ie  data  presented  here. 
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Mr.  Levin.  You  don't  think  it  is  different? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  No,  I  don't.  One  thing  to  recognize,  say,  in  the 
year  2000 — excuse  me,  pardon  me 

Mr.  Levin.  Go  ahead. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  it  is  important  to  recognize  in  the  year 
2000,  of  this  group — if  people  have  the  image  that  they  are  all 
teenagers;  85  percent  of  these  people  are  age  25  or  over.  They  are 
mostly  20  to  29. 

We  are  really  talking  about  not  very  young,  it  is  the  sort  of 
younger  than  30  group.  That  is  who  is  phased  in  at  this  phase. 

Mr.  Levin.  Well,  maybe  what  we  need  to  do  is  to  see  the  popu- 
lation by  age  and  to  set  up  a  chart  that  has  the  population  by  age 
and  the  levels  of  education  and  training,  and  also  the  number  and 
average  age  of  children.  Because  I  think  the  image  is,  and  I  think 
there  wall  oe  some  validity  to  this,  that  we  are  talking  about  people 
with  younger  children  rather  than  older  children.  And  by  defini- 
tion, the  younger  the  child,  the  more  the  need  for  day  care;  right? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Yes. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 

We  do  not  have  data  that  directly  responds  to  the  question.  We  are  attaching  a 
copy  of  "Table  10-27.  AFDC  Characteristics,  1969-92"  from  the  "1994  Green  Book." 
The  table  displays  information  over  time  on  the  age  of  the  mother,  the  education 
levels  of  the  mother,  the  number  of  child  recipients,  and  the  ages  of  children.  We 
do  not  have  information  on  the  training  levels  of  AFDC  recipients. 

From  quality  control  data  for  1992  we  also  have  information  on  the  number  of 
children  in  AFDC  households  for  mothers  24  and  under,  and  the  age  of  the  youngest 
child — both  for  mothers  24  and  under,  and  for  all  adult  recipients.  These  tables  are 
attached. 
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TABLE  10-21.— mC  CHARACTHfitSTlCS.  1969-92 
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The  Number  of  Children  for 
Female  Recipients  24  years  old  and  under 


NUMBER  OF 
CHILDREN 

PER- 
CENT 

1 

59.1 

2 

28.0 

3 

9.5 

4 

2.7 

,    5  + 

0.7  1 

TOTAL 

100.0  1 

Note:    This  table  does  not  include  unborn  children. 


Age  of  the  Youngest  Child 


Age  of  Youngest  Child 

Percent 

24  Years  Old  and  Under 

All  Adult  Recipients 

Infant  <  1 

12.1 

10.6 

1 

22.7 

19.2 

2 

17.0 

11.4 

3 

15.5 

8.6 

1                         '* 

11.6 

7.0 

5  + 

21.1 

39.8 

1                    Total 

100.0 

100.0* 

Note:    Table  does  not  include  the  unborn  children,  although  the  total  for  all  adult  female 
recipients  includes  3.4  percent  "unborn". 
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Mr.  Levin.  So  while  you  are  saying  there  may  not  be  a  differen- 
tial in  terms  of  education  and  training,  which  I  think  is  contrary 
to  the  impression  of  a  lot  of  people,  there  clearly  is  a  differential 
as  to  the  age  of  children;  no? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  there  is  no  question  about  that,  yes. 

Mr.  Levin.  We  are  concerned  about  costs,  and  the  States  are  con- 
cerned about  costs,  and  we  are  concerned  about  adequate  day  care. 
It  is  not  just  money,  but  we  are  also  talking  about  the  adequacy 
of  day  care.  And  it  raises  the  question  that  Mr.  Santorum  has 
raised  about  why  provide  day  care  here,  when  you  don't  for  people 
who  areoflf  AFDC. 

I  think  all  of  these  issues  are  going  to  raise  in  kind  of  increasing 
intensity  the  issue  that  we  have  discussed  before.  You  have  given 
the  State  immense  flexibility.  The  one  thing  you  haven't  given 
them  flexibility  on  is  the  age  group  where  they  spend  their  dollars. 
There  are  some  areas  where  they  don't  have  flexibility;  right? 

Ms.  Bane.  Yes,  many. 

Mr.  Levin.  You  have  given  them  a  lot  and  you  take  a  lot  of  pride 
in  that,  and  I  think  it  makes  a  lot  of  sense  to  take  pride  in  it.  But 
when  it  comes  to  the  age  cohort,  here  they  have  no  flexibility  un- 
less they  want  to  utilize  their  own  dollars  to  go  beyond  it;  no? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  correct.  They  can  get  additional — I  mean, 
we  will  match  their  dollars  if  they  spend  them.  So  it  is  not  dollars, 
but  they  can  go  beyond. 

Mr.  Levin.  It  is  their  dollars  that  you  will  match  up  to  the  point 
of  availability  of  funds? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Correct. 

Mr.  Levin.  So,  why  don't  we  do  this;  if  you  would  in  the  next 
week  or  two,  whatever  is  reasonable,  chart  this  out  for  us  so  we 
talk  about  the  real  materials,  and  not  theoretically,  and  as  we  dis- 
cussed last  time,  I  think  in  terms  of  cost,  it  will  help.  Since  you 
mention  that  everybody  isn't  going  to  be  under  20  or  22,  if  you 
would  be  sure  by  that  time  that  you  could  also  provide  the  figures 
on  the  second  5  years,  the  costs,  because  I  think  that  is  also  going 
to  relate  to  this  issue  of  the  appropriate  age  grouping. 

And  let  me  defer  some  of  my  questions  until  we  have  those  fig- 
ures. 

I  think  it  also  would  be  useful  if  you  could  provide  for  the  sub- 
committee your  summary  of  the  research  in  this  area.  I  mean,  you 
have  answered  some  of  the  questions  here  about  research.  And  I 
think  that  you  will  acknowledge  that  the  research  on  the  relevance 
of  age,  that  research  is  at  best  sketchy;  no? 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 

We  are  attaching  a  table  displaying  a  summary  of  the  cost  estimates  of  the  ad- 
ministration's welmre  reform  proposal,  the  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994. 
Federal  costs  for  only  the  first  5  years  are  shown.  Our  10-year  cost  estimates  were 
not  finalized  or  cleared  for  release. 
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SUMMARY  OF  ADMINISTRATION'S  WELFARE  REFORM 

COST  ESTIMATES 

On  billions) 


Five-Year 
Federal  Costs 


Transitional  Assistance  Followed  by  Work 

Additional  Education,  Training  and  Placement  Spending 
WORK  Spending  fmcluding  Noncustodial  Parents) 
Additional  Child  Care  Spending  for  Program  Participants 
Investments  in  Automation 

Subtotal 
Savings  from  Caseload  Reductions  and  Reduced  Fraud 

Subtotal,  Transitional  Assistance 


2.8 
1.2 
2.7 
.8 
7.5 
(1.5) 
6.0 


Making  Work  Pay 

Working  Poor  Child  Care  Expenditures 

State  Flexibility  on  Earned  Income  and 
Child  Support  Disregards 

State  Demonstrations  to  Advance  ETTC 

Subtotal,  Making  Work  Pay 


Prevention/Parental  Responsibility 

Teenage  Pregnancy  Prevention  Grants 

Child  Support  Enforcement  and  Demonstrations 

State  Option  to  Limit  Additional  Benefits  to 
Additional  Children/Minor  Parents 

Subtotal,  Prevention/Parental  Responsibility 


(.1) 
.8 


Improving  Government  Assistance  (IGA) 
Remove  Two-Parent  (UP)  Restrictions 
IDA/Microenterprise  Demonstrations 
Conform  Resource  Limit,  Income  Definitions  and  Other 
Subtotal,  IGA 


Net  Medicaid  Impact 
TOTAL 
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Existing  evidence  regarding  differences  in  cost  effectiveness  of  serving  various  target  age 
groups  is  very  limited.    Program  impacts,  on  the  other  hand,  are  reported  separately  by  age 
of  mother,  education  of  mother,  and  age  of  mother's  children  for  several  programs.    A 
review  of  these  evaluations  indicates  that  no  particular  category  of  participants  exhibit 
consistently  higher  impacts.    Impacts  depend  on  the  services  offered  and  the  goal  of  the 
program.    Programs  that  offered  a  mix  of  job  search,  training  and  support  services  tended  to 
produce  larger  impacts  for  the  more  disadvantaged,  while  programs  that  focused  more  on  job 
search  exhibited  larger  impacts  among  the  least  disadvantaged. 

While  there  is  no  cost  data  by  age  of  mother,  programs  such  as  LEAP  and  New  Chance 
indicate  the  importance  of  including  young  mothers  in  the  phase-in  group  and  emphasizing 
their  educational  attainment.    LEAP,  a  program  which  targeted  teen  mothers  on  AFDC, 
reported  much  stronger  educational  impacts  among  young  mothers  who  were  still  enrolled 
when  the  program  began,  compared'  to  those  who  had  already  dropped  out.    LEAP  increased 
the  percent  earning  a  high  school  diploma  or  GED  by  8.8  percentage  points  among  those  still 
enrolled  when  the  program  began,  compared  to  2.6  percentage  points  among  those  who  had 
already  dropped  out.    The  primary  goal  of  LEAP  was  to  increase  educational  attainment. 
Impacts  on  earnings  and  AFDC  receipt  will  not  be  reported  until  participants  have  been 
observed  over  a  longer  period.    New  Chance,  on  the  other  hand,  focused  on  older  teen 
mothers  who  already  dropped  out  of  school,  and  sought  to  increase  mothers'  earnings  and 
reduce  AFDC  by  providing  training.   This  program  was  unsuccessful  in  significantly 
reducing  AFDC  or  increasing  employment,  at  least  in  the  short-run. 

A  selected  bibliography  of  studies  and  evaluations  comparing  the  impacts  of  education  and 
training  programs  by  mother's  characteristics  is  attached. 
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Mr.  Ell  WOOD.  Yes,  we  have  taken  a  look  at  the  GAIN  data  as 
well  as  the  SWIM  data,  which  is  a  program  in  San  Diego.  And  the 
teen  parent  data  and  new  chance,  and  we  would  be  happy  to  pro- 
vide you  with  that  information.  In  general,  it  shows  that  we  often 
do  as  well  with  people  over  age  24  as  under  age  24. 

I  would  say  the  data  is  not  consistent  in  saying  that  we  can't 
work  with  such  folks.  I  do  acknowledge  that  it  is  sometimes  harder. 
And  certainly  your  issue  about  child  care  is  a  very  important  one. 
There  is  a  flip  side  though.  If  you  wait  and  work  with  people  with 
older  children,  that  has  some  consequences  as  well. 

Mr.  Levin.  No  one  is  sajring  that  no  one  can  work  with  younger 
people.  That  is  not  the  position.  The  question  is  whether  Washing- 
ton should  decree  where  States  start.  To  put  it  in  simple  English. 
And  what  are  the  reverberations  of  that? 

And  one  can  say  that  the  States  can  supplement,  but  that  is  not 
a  viable  option  for  many  States.  We  have  to  write  a  reform  that 
will  work  in  reality,  not  in  theory.  And  we  have  been  through  this 
on  unemployment  compensation.  We  argued  about  it  endlessly  and 
it  was  not  a  very  useful  debate  because  we  had  a  problem.  And  I 
think  reform  here  is  critical.  We  want  to  make  sure  we  do  it  right. 

By  the  way,  in  terms  of  your  research,  I  think  there  has  been  a 
recent  evaluation  of  the  JOBS  program  by  MDRC;  no? 

Ms.  Bane.  Not  of  the  entire  JOBS  program,  that  is  in  process. 
There  has  been  evaluation  of  several  parts  of  the  JOBS  program 
and  the  GAIN  program  in  California. 

Mr.  Levw.  Those  have  been  published.  Where  is  the  analysis 
and  the  study  of  the  overall  performance  of  the  JOBS  program? 
Where  is  that  in  the  mill? 

Ms.  Bane.  That  is  actually  not  completed  yet.  Congressman.  The 
evaluation  is  structured  to  look  at  a  series  of  different  States  and 
sites  and  to  first  look  at  the  implementation  process  and  then  in 
a  few  years  to  have  impact  data  for  us. 

Mr.  Levin.  So,  when  do  you  think  the  next  pieces  will  be  ready? 

Mr.  Primus.  I  think  we  will  forward  to  Congress  on  October  1, 
the  initial  report  on  the  performance  measures 

Ms.  Bane.  That  is  not  the  issue.  The  JOBS  evaluation. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  When  will  we  get  the  next  piece? 

Ms.  Bane.  We  will  get  that  to  you,  Congressman. 

Mr.  Levin.  All  right.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 

Existing  evidence  regarding  differences  in  cost  effectiveness  of  serving  various  tar- 
get age  groups  is  very  limited.  Program  impacts,  on  the  other  hand,  are  reported 
separately  by  age  of  mother,  education  of  mother,  and  age  of  mother's  children  for 
several  programs.  A  review  of  these  evaluations  indicates  that  no  particular  cat- 
egory of  participants  exhibit  consistently  higher  impacts.  Impacts  depend  on  the 
services  offered  and  the  goal  of  the  program.  Programs  that  offered  a  mix  of  job 
search,  training  and  support  services  tended  to  produce  larger  impacts  for  the  more 
disadvantaged,  while  programs  that  focused  more  on  job  search  exhibited  larger  im- 
pacts among  the  least  disadvantaged. 

While  there  is  no  cost  data  by  age  of  mother,  programs  such  as  LEAP  and  new 
chance  indicate  the  importance  of  including  young  mothers  in  the  phasein  group 
and  emphasizing  their  educational  attainment.  LEAP,  a  program  which  targeted 
teen  mothers  on  AFDC,  reported  much  stronger  educational  impacts  among  young 
mothers  who  were  still  enrolled  when  the  program  began,  compared  to  those  who 
had  already  dropped  out.  LEAP  increased  the  percent  earning  a  high  school  diploma 
or  GED  by  8.8  percentage  points  among  those  still  enrolled  when  the  program 
began,  compared  to  2.6  percentage  points  among  those  who  had  already  dropped 
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out.  The  primary  goal  of  LEAP  was  to  increase  educational  attainment.  Impacts  on 
earnings  and  AFDC  receipt  will  not  be  reported  until  participants  have  been  ob- 
served over  a  longer  period.  New  chance,  on  the  other  hand,  focused  on  older  teen 
mothers  who  already  dropped  out  of  school,  and  sought  to  increase  mothers'  earn- 
ings and  reduce  AFDC  by  providing  training.  This  program  was  unsuccessful  in  sig- 
nificantly reducing  AFDC  or  increasing  employment,  at  least  in  the  short  run. 

A  selected  bibliography  of  studies  and  evaluations  comparing  the  impacts  of  edu- 
cation and  training  programs  by  mother's  characteristics  is  attached. 

[A  copy  of  MDRC's  September  1994  report,  "GAIN:  Benefits, 
Costs,  and  Three-Year  Impacts  of  a  Welfare-to-Work  Program,"  and 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Service's  Report  on  Rec- 
ommendations on  Performance  Standards  for  the  JOBS  program 
was  sent  to  Mr.  Levin  and  is  also  being  retained  in  the  committee 
files.] 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Shaw. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Thank  you. 

I  will  try  to  be  brief. 

I  would  like  to  explore  this  line  of  questioning  Sandy  was  pursu- 
ing, and  Rick  also  was  pursuing,  with  regard  to  this  age  cutoff. 
Clearly,  under  the  mandate  of  your  bill,  that  is  a  cutoff.  It  is  not 
a  question  of  a  lottery  or  any  type  of  discretion  with  regard  to  the 
States? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  correct. 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  think  that  is  a  mistake.  But  leaving  that  where  it 
is,  have  you  looked  into  the  constitutionality  of  being  able  to  do 
that?  You  set  up  different  classes  of  people,  and  perhaps  I  see  you 
nodding  yes.  Perhaps  you  could  expand  on  that,  because  that  does 
concern  me. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  The  short  answer  is  yes,  and  we  have  our  counsel 
who  can  expand  on  that. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Since  he  is  not  getting  paid  by  the  word,  maybe  he 
can  give  a  short  age. 

Mr.  Wald.  The  age  discrimination  laws  do  not  apply  to  Congress, 
but  you  wouldn't  necessarily,  because  they  don't  apply,  just  like  the 
American  Disabilities  Act,  not  want  to  recognize  what  is  in  there. 
Where  there  is  a  rational  basis  for  a  distinction  on  the  basis  of  age, 
which  we  believe  there  is  a  rational  basis  in  terms  of  the  effective- 
ness of  the  program  and  the  goals  of  the  program,  it  would  be  con- 
stitutional to  make  these  distinctions. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Did  you  take  into  consideration  the  constitutional 
rights  of  the  child  involved? 

Mr.  Wald.  The  constitutional  rights  of  the  child 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  would  suggest  you  do  that,  because,  on  one  hand, 
you  are  saying  that  the  mother  has  to  work  and  on  the  other  you 
are  saying  the  mother  does  not  have  to  work.  And  that  would  be, 
I  think,  construed  as  a  disadvantage  to  the  child  whose  mother  is 
going  into  the  work  force. 

I  am  not  making  an  argument  that  we  should  not  have  welfare 
reform,  because  I  feel  strongly  about  that.  But  I  think  there  is  a 
constitutional  flag  that  has  jumped  up  here,  that  after  all  of  this 
work,  I  hate  to  see  something  in  there  that  is  going  to  be  thrown 
out  on  a  constitutional  basis,  because  I  think  it  might  happen.  And 
there  are  lawyers  out  there  who  are  smarter  than  me,  so  I  am  sure 
they  will  think  of  what  I  have  just  brought  up. 
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Mr.  Wald.  We  have  looked  at  that  issue.  We  don't  think  there 
is  a  constitutional  problem,  but  we  will  look  again. 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  appreciate  that. 

I  just  have  one  area.  I  think  I  asked  most  of  my  questions  on 
other  people's  time.  But  there  is  one  area  that  I  am  concerned 
about  that  you  didn't  touch  on.  It  is  in  section  105  authorizing  the 
Secretary  on  issuing  regulations  establishing  policy  on  vacation 
time  and  leave. 

That  is  an  area  which — one  of  the  few  areas  where  we  haven't 
had  a  Federal  intrusion.  We  have  had  maternity  leave  imposed 
upon  us,  but  not  vacation  leave.  Why  would  we  impose  that  on  the 
private  sector?  What  is  the  rationale  on  that? 

Why  would  we  give  subsidized  workers  a  different  type  of  policy 
than  subsidized — nonsubsidized  workers? 

Ms.  Bane.  In  the  specifications  we  talk  about  sick  days  and  per- 
sonal days,  and  the  idea,  of  course,  is  to  make  sure  that  the  work 
situations  that  welfare  recipients  are  in  are  as  close  as  possible  to 
the  work  situations  that  other  people  are  in.  And  because  we  do 
have  a  structure,  which  if  people  don't  work,  they  don't  get 
paid 

Mr.  Shaw.  Is  that  what  the  bill  says?  Does  the  bill  say  that  you 
just  want  to  be  sure  that  the  subsidized  workers  are  getting  the 
same  break  as  the  nonsubsidized  workers? 

Because  as  I  see  it,  it  simply  says  that  the  employer  does  not 
meet  the  requirements  of  the  regulations  that  are  going  to  be  is- 
sued by  the  Secretary,  that  the  Secretary  is  then  given  authoriza- 
tion to  implement  the  leave  policy  on  her  own.  That  is  pretty  far 
reaching  and  that  is  something  that  is  going  to  give  Republicans 
a  problem  as  to  overreaching  into  the  private  sector. 

Ms.  Bane.  We  actually  don't  think  it  will  be  particularly  far 
reaching.  And  it  is  there  to  deal  with  the  issue,  obviously,  of  equity 
between  work  program  participants  in  one  kind  of  situation 

Mr.  Shaw.  Let  me  make  a  suggestion,  that  we  insert  language 
in  your  bill  that  would  say  what  you  say  and  not  say  what  it  says 
now,  because  implementing  regulations  as  to  vacation  policy  by  the 
Secretary  to  me  would  be  getting  into  meddling. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Will  the  gentleman  yield? 

It  says  specifically  on  page  252  of  the  bill:  If  employer  does  not 
provide  such  paid  leave,  the  State  agency  will  implement  some  paid 
leave. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  It  is  only  for  the  work  participants. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  understand,  but  you  are  setting  up  two  classes 
of  employees. 

Mr.  Shaw.  That  is  far  beyond  what  I  think  we  should  be  doing 
here  in  the  Congress  or  what  the  Secretary  should  be  doing  as  to 
implementing  vacation  policy. 

When  someone  takes  a  job,  that  is  one  of  the  things  that  you  tell 
them  about  as  one  of  the  benefits.  And  if  they  decide  they  don't 
want  the  job,  then  they  don't  want  it. 

Now  in  this  situation,  what  you  are  saying  is  that  the  supple- 
mented employee  will  have  two  bites  at  the  apple.  If  they  don't  like 
what  they  get,  they  can  go  to  the  Secretary  and  get  something  bet- 
ter than  what  the  other  employees  get.  I  suggest  that  we  word  it 
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in  accordance  wdth  the  way  you  answered  the  question,  and  not  in 
accordance  with  what  the  text  is  now. 

The  text  clearly  gives  the  Secretary  authority  to  reach  into  the 
private  sector  and  dictate  what  the  vacation  policy  is  going  to  be 
for  these  workers. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Again,  I  understand  your  concern,  Congressman, 
I  think  we  can  discuss  it.  This  is  a  voluntary  agreement  that  the 
employee  entered  into.  They  get  a  subsidized  paycheck.  There  are 
other  aspects,  the  earned  income  tax  credit,  which  doesn't  accrue 
to  the  employee,  which  might  otherwise  accrue.  There  are  slight 
differences. 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  can  understand  where  it  would  be  if  it  was  in  the 
contractual  relationship. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  This  is  all  part  of  the  agreement. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Implementation  of  regulations  does  not — the  regula- 
tion would  have  to  be  as  it  is  in  the  contract,  not  as  some  type  of 
a  word  that  came  down  from  the  mountain  by  the  Secretary. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  the  notion  would  be  in  negotiating  those 
contracts.  One  of  the  things  that  we  would  be  aware  of  is  that  some 
people  have  young  children  and  the  child  may  get  sick  or  you  may 
get  sick,  and  we  want  to  make  sure  that  there  is  some  bare  mini- 
mum  

Mr.  Shaw.  I  think  also  we  want  to  be  sure  and  give  the  workers 
the  closest  to  a  real-world  experience  as  we  can.  And  what  we  are 
trying  to  do  is  cut — where  this  person  has  been  tied  to  a  welfare 
svstem  all  these  years,  we  are  trying  to  cut  those  ties  and  give 
them  self-empowerment  and  not  keep  our  arms  around  them  the 
whole  time  that  they  are  in  this  program,  or  the  program  is  going 
to  be  a  real  problem. 

We  are  talking  about  how  the  subsidized  jobs  can  go  on  for  1 
year  and  then  they  ended.  And  at  what  point  does  the  recipient 
just  have  to  go  out,  or  is  there  any  point  where  they  have  to  go 
out  and  get  a  job  themselves,  or  they  are  being  offered  a  job  and 
they  have  to  leave  the  subsidized  job.  How  does  that  work?  If  they 
say  I  am  happy  with  this  subsidized  iob,  and  you  say  I  have  an- 
other job  that  you  may  not  like  as  well  but  it  is  not  subsidized  and 
you  are  required  to  take  it. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Any  time  they  are  offered  a  nonsubsidized  job, 
they  are  required  to  accept  it.  And  if  they  fail  to  do  so,  they  are 
ineligible  for  benefits  for  a  period  of  6  months. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  wanted  to  get  back  to  these  tables  that  you  handed  out  as  far 
as  who  is  actually  participating  and  what  count.  You  suggested 
that  the  reason  we  had  the  20-percent  fudge  factor  for  the  work 
program  was  to  allow  for  people  who  were  sort  of  in  transition 
within  the  system. 

I  guess  what  I  need  to  know,  my  understanding  of  what  this 
number  is,  this  394,000  in  the  work  program,  was  derived  by  tak- 
ing everyone  in  a  work  assignment,  everyone  who  was  out  of  the 
previous  work  assignment  less  than  3  months;  everyone  who  was 
sanctioned  and  everyone  who  just  left  the  AFDC  program  within 
the  last  3  months. 

Those  are  the  four  things  that  go  into  already  what  is  calculated 
as  who  is  participating  in  the  work  program  over  the  total  number 
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registered  for  work.  It  has  to  be  80  percent  of  those  people.  Now, 
that  is  very  different  than  what  you  suggest  to  me.  That  is  my  un- 
derstanding. And  I  am  a  httle  confused  as  to  what  is  right. 

Mr.  Primus.  Let  me  make  a  distinction  here.  The  number  on  the 
table  is  the  number  that  have  been  on  the  AFDC  rolls  for  more 
than  2  years.  They  have  hit  the  time  limit  and  by  the  year  2000, 
they  are  supposed  to  be  participating  in  a  work  program. 

Then  we  come  to  another  problem  and  that  is  we  are  trving  to 
get  the  States  to  actually  put  those  394,000  people  into  work  slots. 
And  that  is  the  problem  that  David  alluded  to:  If  States  don't 
achieve  a  certain  participation  rate,  we  say  to  the  State  they  are 
going  to  be  penalized  for  not  putting  people  in  the  work  programs. 
And  we  have  to  define  very  precisely  the  goals  that  we  are  going 
to  set  for  how  their  performance,  not  the  performance  of  the  indi- 
vidual, but  the  performance  of  the  State  will  be  measured. 

Mr.  Santorum.  So  it  is  not  80  percent  of  the  394,000,  as  you  just 
told  me;  it  is  80  percent  of  some  number  less  than  394,000  who  are 
actually  going  to  apply  that  test  to?  Is  that  the 

Mr.  Primus.  But  if  I  may  respond,  I  mean,  this  is  the  minimum 
standard.  We  would  hope  that  States  can  put  people  in  all  of  the 
work  slots,  but  we  are  saying  if  they  don't,  then  they  are  going  to 
get  penalized. 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  State. 

Mr.  Primus.  Your  bill  is  very  similar  to  ours  in  that  respect.  You 
have  a  slightly  higher  participation  requirement  but  we  are  trying 
to  modify  State  behavior  here. 

Mr.  Sajsttorum.  That  is  what  I  am  trying  to  see.  I  am  trying  to 
see  if  we  are  talking  about  the  same  thing.  We  state  90  percent  of 
those  who  after  2  years  will  be  required  to  be  in  a  work  program. 

But  it  is  who  you  count  as  being  in  the  work  program  to  meet 
your  80-percent  requirement  and  who  you  count  as  being  in  your 
work  program  are  people  who  are  in  work — working,  but  also  peo- 
ple who  have  been  out  of  work  for  less  than  3  months,  they  don't 
count — they  count  as  part  of  your  80  percent,  not  part  of  your  20 
percent. 

You  count  people  who  are  in  assumptions  as  part  of  your  80  per- 
cent, and  not  the  20  percent.  You  count  people  who  have  left  AFDC 
and  are  no  longer  working  as  part  of  your  80  percent  and  not  part 
of  your  20  percent. 

My  question  is  that  is  a  soft  number  that  you  are  using;  is  it 
even  lower  than  that  who  are  truly  actually  going  to  be  working? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  actually  think  it  is  a  very  tough  number,  and  I 
think  it  will  be 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  didn't  say  it  was  not  a  tough  number,  I  said 
it  was  a  soft  number. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  There  is  one  area  that  I  would  want  to  clarify  and 
agree,  and  that  is  as  part  of  our  work  program,  we  think  it  is  vital 
that  periodically  people  not  just  do  the  work  activity  but  stop  and 
do  an  intense  private  sector  job  search.  We  think  that  is  appro- 
priate. We  think  that  is  a  kind  of  work.  We  think  people  ought  to 
be  doing  that. 

And  that  is  precisely  to  keep  that  time  at  a  minimum.  We  think 
it  would  be  a  valuable  addition  to  any  program  that  says  every  so 
often  you  have  to  stop  and  do  intensive  private  sector  job  search. 
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Included  in  that  number  are  people  who  have  come  to  the  end  of 
one  work  slot  and  are  about  to  start  another  one  but  can't  until 
they  have  done  up  to  3  months  of  intensive  job  search.  That  is  in- 
cluded in  some  of  those  numbers. 

Mr.  Santorum.  And,  again,  I  understand  the  intensive  job 
search,  but  the  requirement  is  a  minimum  of  15  hours  a  week,  de- 
pending on  what  it  takes  to  work  off  the  benefit.  But  in  a  lot  of 
medium-  and  low-benefit  States,  you  are  not  talking  about  a  lot  of 
hours  of  work.  That  provides  a  lot  of  opportunity  to  do  job  search 
in  addition.  So  when  you  throw  the  number  out  there,  394,000,  the 
point  I  am  trying  to  make  is  that  I  think  that  is  an  inflated  num- 
ber and  I  would  like  to  see  a  more  realistic  breakout  of  some  people 
who  are  going  to  be  required  to  be  working  as  opposed  to  being  in 
the  work  program.  Those  are  two  different  things. 

And  I  want  to  compare  apples  to  apples.  Because  I  know  what 
our  program  does.  And  your  program, — and  I  am  not — you  have  le- 
gitimate reasons  for  why  you  are  doing  it.  But  I  just  want  to  see 
the  numbers  as  to  what  you  are  doing. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  But  every  single  one  of  those  394,000  people  are 
expected  to  work,  but  there  may  be  1  month  over  the  course  of  1 
year  during  that  period  when  they  are  between  jobs.  You  include 
those  people  in  your  calculations  for  3  months.  That  is  the  point 
I  am  trying  to  make.  If  someone  is  out  of  a  job  for  3  months,  that 
is  not  part  of  the  20-percent  fudge  factor.  They  are  included  in  the 
80  percent  when  they  are  not  working,  if  they  are  doing  an  inten- 
sive job  search  as  required  by  the  program. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Let's  compare  apples  to  apples  here. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  understand  a  capped  entitlement  growing  to 
$1.7  bilHon  a  year  would  be  available  for  the  work  program,  and 
that  not  does  include  a  separate  amount  to  pay  wages  for  work  par- 
ticipants. How  much  per  placement  would  that  $1.7  billion  trans- 
late to  and  what  specific  services  are  included  in  the  $1.7  billion? 
And  how  does  this  cost  per  job  compare  to  the  costs  under  the  cur- 
rent welfare  system? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  that  number  is  $3,000  per  job  slot  that  we 
are  talking  about. 

Chairman  Ford.  In  addition  to 

Mr.  Ellwood.  In  addition  to  all  the  money  that  would  be  used 
to  pay  for  wages.  This  is  the  money  for  job  creation,  administration 
and  the  like.  So  that  is  all  new  money  above  and  beyond  the  money 
which  we  would  be  using. 

Chairman  Ford.  That  is  $3,000 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Per  job  slot. 

Chairman  Ford.  Per  job  slot.  And  that  would  mean  $3,000  per 
adult  recipient  being  placed  in  the  workplace. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  is  correct. 

Chairman  Ford.  In  addition  to 

Mr.  Ellwood.  In  addition  to  the  money  for  the  wage  supple- 
ments. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  Secretary  of  Labor  testified  before  the  sub- 
committee maybe  a  week  or  two  ago  on  the  Reemployment  Act.  He 
told  us  that  there  is  a  mismatch  between  what  employers  need  and 
the  skills  that  many  dislocated  workers  can  offer. 
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I  think  you  would  agree  that  with  welfare  recipients  we  face  a 
similar  situation.  I  would  iust  like  to  know  from  you  how  these 
populations  differ — the  dislocated  workers  discussed  by  the  Sec- 
retary of  Labor  versus  the  welfare  adult  population  that  we  are 
trying  to  offer  training  and  skills  to  allow  them  to  be  matched  up 
or  placed  into  the  work  force. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  In  some  cases,  they  are  similar  and  that  is  part 
of  the  reason  as  we  move  toward  one-stop  shopping,  that  we  would 
like  it  to  be  a  single,  integrated  system.  And  so  oftentimes,  they 
have  fewer  skills  than  some  of  the  people  who  qualify  for  services 
under  the  Reemployment  Act.  You  specifically  had  to  have  had  pre- 
vious work  experience  to  qualify  for  the  Reemployment  Act  serv- 
ices. And  so  oftentimes 

Chairman  Ford.  If  they  have  fewer  skills,  Dr.  Ellwood,  will  it  be 
tougher  for  them  to  train?  Secretary  Reich  talked  about  provisions 
in  the  Reemployment  Act  that  are  going  to  pay  benefits  up  to  78 
weeks  for  those  who  need  training  and  skills  to  match  up  to  the 
new  jobs  under  the  NAFTA  trade  agreements,  and  I  guess  under 
other  trade  agreements  that  will  create  jobs  in  this  country.  He  is 
talking  about  a  core  group  of  dislocated  workers  or  unemployed 
citizens  that  it  might  take  up  to  78  weeks  to  help,  which  is  a  longer 
period  of  time  than  what  you  are  talking  about  for  the  welfare  pop- 
ulation. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  You  said  78  weeks.  Of  course,  we  have  2  years, 
which  is  actually  104  weeks,  and,  in  some  cases,  longer,  in  the  case 
of  somebody  with  an  extension.  We  do  recognize  that  this  can  be 
a  difficult  group  and  we  do  actually  have  substantial  resources  ex- 
pended for  serving  them. 

Chairman  Ford.  Do  you  see  any  merging  of  the  two  populations 
that  we  are  talking  about? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  To  the  extent  that  welfare  recipients  would  qual- 
ify for  reemployment  services  instead  of  the  others.  If  former  recipi- 
ents worked  for  awhile,  presumably  they  could  go  there  as  well.  We 
have  a  variety  of  mechanisms  to  try  and  coordinate  the  various 
programs. 

This  school-to-work,  JTPA,  and  so  forth,  in  the  bill.  The  ultimate 
goal  is  to  have  one  system  that  effectively  serves  all  persons  who 
are  in  need  of  training,  regardless  of  their  welfare  status  or  not, 
regardless  of  their  displacement  status  or  not,  and  I  think  that  is 
contained  in  the  one-stop  part  of  the  Reemployment  Act. 

Chairman  Ford.  Do  you  have  any  information  that  shows  what 
percent  of  the  welfare  adult  population  is  job-ready  today  and 
would  not  necessarily  need  a  lot  of  skills  training? 

We  know  that  70  percent  of  the  welfare  recipients  come  on  wel- 
fare and  go  off  in  the  first  18  months,  but  the  problem  is  that  60 
percent  of  that  population  returns  back  to  the  welfare  rolls. 

We  know  that  over  1  million  people  probably  will  come  off  of  wel- 
fare if  the  health  care  package  is  passed.  We  know  that  there  are 
a  lot  of  connections  here.  So,  any  evidence  or  numbers  on  the  ac- 
tual job-ready  population? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  don't  think  we  have  any  specific  figure.  At  least 
70  percent  are  leaving  in  2  years.  But  part  of  the  problem  is  that 
the  jobs  are  not  ready  for  them  in  the  sense  that  there  is  no  health 
insurance  or  child  care. 
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We  can  give  you  whatever  information  we  have.  I  don't  think 
there  is  a  specific  test  of  job  readiness  per  se  that  exists. 

Mary  Jo. 

Ms.  Bane.  In  parts  of  the  bill,  we  actually  try  to  define  "job- 
ready"  as  either  having  substantial  work  experience  or  having  a 
high  school  degree.  And  we  do  know  that  about  half  of  welfare  re- 
cipients do  have  their  high  school  degrees,  and  we  know  that  a 
very  large  percentage  do  have  work  experience,  but  sometimes  it 
is  not  substantial  enough  work  experience. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  about  work  sanctions.  I  have  listened  to 
you  discuss  the  work  sanctions  that  would  apply  to  recipients  of 
welfare.  Who  is  going  to  protect  them  in  the  workplace?  Is  there 
a  threat  that  the  sanctions  will  be  so  stiff  that  recipients  will  be 
intimidated  and  threatened  by  employers  with  the  loss  of  their  wel- 
fare benefits,  or  treated  more  harshly  than  others  with  respect  to 
work  habits  in  the  job  market? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  We  certainly  hope  not.  There  is  always  a  difficult 
balance. 

Chairman  Ford.  If  you  don't  work,  then  you  will  not  only  lose 
your  job  but  also  benefits.  Oftentimes  people  do  have  problems  in 
the  workplace.  I  don't  necessarily  have  a  problem  with  the  sanc- 
tions and  what  you  are  trying  to  accomplish.  But,  are  we  going  to 
place  an  added  burden  on  welfare  recipients  that  other  citizens  in 
this  country,  who  have  the  means  to  go  about  to  remove  some  of 
those  burdens,  are  not  faced  with? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  We  do  have  a  set  of  procedures  in  place  for  "good 
cause"  reasons  for  leaving  a  job,  ranging  from  any  discrimination 
or  sexual  harassment  or  other  problems  with  the  workplace.  And 
so  what  we  have  tried  to  do  is  provide  real  protections  for  people. 
In  some  respects,  they  have  special  protections  and  recognition  of 
the  fact  that  they  have  young  children. 

It  is  always  this  difficult  balance,  but  what  we  have  tried  to  do 
is  look  hard  at  the  specific  sort  of  situations  where  people  can  and 
should  legitimately  say  this  job  is  not  appropriate  for  me.  It  is  not 
appropriate  for  myself  and  family.  And  under  those  cases,  the^  can 
legitimately  leave  the  job  for  "good  cause"  and  move  into  a  different 
situation. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  Matsul  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Dr.  Ellwood  or  Dr.  Bane,  one  of  the  problems  that  I  am  still  hav- 
ing after  your  walk  through — and  I  missed  a  good  part  of  this  so 
you  will  have  to  excuse  me.  I  may  be  repetitive. 

Assuming  that  the  child  is  not  disabled  or  the  mother  is  not  dis- 
abled and  assuming  that  the  child  is  not  1  year  old  or  younger,  and 
we  are  talking  about  the  cap  being  reachea,  10-percent  cap,  the  10 
to  20  percent  that  are  chronic,  the  ones  that  are  really — they  are 
not  leaving  the  system — what  happens  to  them  if  they  don't  partici- 
pate in  the  job? 

I  mean,  I  can  see  a  situation  where  some  areas  in  my  district, 
Sacramento,  not  many,  but  take  a  major  city  like  New  York  or  Los 
Angeles,  Washington,  D.C.,  where  if  a  woman  is  offered  a  job, 
graveyard  shift — and  again,  I  think  a  lot  of  these  people  are  going 
to  be  offered  those  kinds  of  jobs.  They  are  not  going  to  be  offered 
8  to  5 — they  walk  out  and  there  has  been  some  drive-by  shootings. 
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They  have,  obviously,  chronic  babysitting  problems.  The  child  is  2 
to  3  years  old.  She  misses  a  lot  of  davs  from  work.  The  boss,  be- 
cause you  have  a  private  sector  subsidy  to  encourage  recipients  to 
take  jobs  there,  says  she  is  just  not  working  out. 

You  put  her  in  another  situation.  But  because  she  doesn't  move — 
it  is  not  just  the  job  training.  I  think  that  you  know  this  problem 
requires  a  holistic  approach. 

I  don't  have  a  problem  in  my  neighborhood,  because  we  were  able 
to  afford  and  we  picked  a  pretty  nice  neighborhood  to  live  in.  So 
we  don't  have  that  problem  in  the  middle  of  the  night,  if  I  have 
to  leave  at  2  or  my  wife  has  to  leave  at  2. 

What  happens  in  that  situation  if  the  woman,  it  just  doesn't 
work  out  for  her  and  she  gets  frustrated  and  down  in  the  dumps? 
What  do  you  do?  I  know  she  still  gets  to  keep  some  of  her  benefits, 
the  food  stamps  and  the  housing  allowance,  but  what  happens? 

Ms.  Bane.  Our  experience.  Congressman,  is  that  most  welfare  re- 
cipients we  talk  to  really  do  want  to  work  and  can  participate.  And 
we  have  tried  to  build  enough  flexibility  into  the  program  so  that 
the  State  in  working  with  welfare  recipients  can  find  appropriate 
places  for  them. 

I  think  in  the  situation  that  you  described,  there  would  be  an  as- 
sessment of  whether  her  leaving  the  job  was  indeed  for  good  cause 
or  not  for  good  cause.  In  either  situation,  though,  the  agency  would 
work  with  her  very  closely  to  try  to  find  an  appropriate  place  and 
provide  the  appropriate  supports  so  that  she  could  indeed  work  and 
support  her  family. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Let's  talk  about  "good  cause,"  because  if  there  is  no 
day  care  or  transportation  available,  and  she  doesn't  fit  those  other 
three  conditions  that  constitute  "good  cause,"  what  about  these 
other  situations? 

It  is  a  very  large  discretionary  area  we  are  talking  about  here. 
How  will  regulations  deal  with  that? 

You  see,  to  me,  and  I  don't  know  how  many  people  this  affects. 
There  may  be  a  very  limited  number,  for  all  I  know.  That  is  what 
I  hear  from  both  of  you,  that  this  may  not  be  a  real  problem.  But 
on  the  other  hand,  I  am  not  too  sure  because  we  don't  have  any 
research  on  these  time  limits  as  to  what  might  happen. 

Ms.  Bane.  Our  intent  in  terms  of  the  "good  cause"  provision  is 
to  parallel  as  closely  as  possible  the  circumstances  that  other  work- 
ers face.  And  in  all  the  provisions  of  the  program,  we  are  trying 
to  make  it  as  much  like  a  real  job  as  possible.  Our  expectation 
would  be  that  the  Secretary  would  look  closely  at  the  "good  cause" 
exemptions  and  rules  that  fall  under  the  unemployment  compensa- 
tion law  and  make  appropriate  adiustments  for  welfare  recipients 
in  that  case  to  see  that  there  would  be  some  standard  that  would 
be  equitable. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Do  you  have  any  idea  of  how  many  people  would  be 
in  that  situation?  Do  we  have  any  projections? 

Ms.  Bane.  We  really  don't  have  any  evidence  for  the  particular 
welfare  population  since  we  haven't  had  this  kind  of  circumstance 
before.  We  will,  obviously,  want  to  look  and  work  with  you  to  see 
if  there  is  other  evidence  that  is  relevant  that  can  be  helpful  here. 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  don't  know  how  we  are  going  to  get  that  informa- 
tion before  putting  this  in  place.  There  are  no  demonstration  stud- 
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ies.  That  is  the  frustration  that  some  of  us  who  want  to  do  a  credi- 
ble job  are  facing  now. 

And  I  know  you  had  to  draft  the  legislation,  so  this  is  not  some- 
thing where  you  couldn't 

Ms.  Bane.  One  of  the  reasons  again  for  a  phasein,  and  one  of  the 
reasons  for  going  along  in  a  gradual  way  is  that  nobody  will  hit  the 
2-year  time  limit  until  2  years  after  implementation.  So  we  will,  in 
fact,  have  some  experience,  and  we  will  have  some  experience  from 
States  that  are  currently  operating  work  programs.  And  I  believe 
that  when  the  time  comes  to  specify  this,  we  will  have  some  experi- 
ence that  will  be  useftil. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  do  think  it  is  important  to  realize  that  even  if 
it  passes  next  week,  it  will  be  1  year  from  then  before  the  States 
implement  it  and  2  years  after  that  before  the  first  groups  hit  it. 
So,  in  fact,  there  will  be  a  considerable  amount  of  time.  And  there 
are  States  now  that  are  working  with  these  kinds  of  programs  and 
things  are  being  put  in  place. 

And  the  other  point  I  would  make  is  that  I  do  think  that  one  of 
the  advantages  of  this  bill  is  that  we  have  tried  to  think  very  hard 
and  use  that  knowledge  as  best  we  can.  Some  of  the  States  may 
not  be  thinking  as  carefully,  and  one  of  the  things  this  does  is  help 
provide  some  of  those  provisions  as  well. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Is  it  the  two  States — there  were  two  States 

Mr.  Ellwood.  That  are  doing  time  limits. 

Ms.  Bane.  They  have  just  started  the  program.  They  are  actually 
a  couple  of  variants  of  it. 

The  flexible  time  limit  in  Iowa.  There  is  a  small  time-limited  pro- 
gram from  Wisconsin  that  has  not  started  yet,  and  a  small  time- 
limited  program  in  Florida  that  is  just  getting  started. 

Mr.  Matsul  Well,  let  me  just,  you  said  Florida,  Wisconsin,  and 
Iowa.  I  guess  the  trouble  is  that  they  are  not  inner  cities  and  so 
they  don't  have  the  kind  of  problems  that  you  may  have  in  other 
States. 

Ms.  Bane.  Other  States  are  currently  in  the  process  of  designing 
and  proposing  programs,  and  I  expect  that  there  will  actually  be 
several  more  in  the  next  couple  of  months  that  will  be  starting  up 
time-limited  programs. 

Mr.  Matsul  Are  you  really  comfortable  with  all  of  this?  Seri- 
ously? You  are  quite  comfortable? 

Ms.  Bane.  Yes. 

Chairman  Ford.  Dr.  Ellwood,  you  stated  that  the  phasein  of  the 
work  program  was  about  as  rapid  as  the  States  could  handle.  Have 
the  States  implemented  the  JOBS  program  fiilly  under  the  Family 
Support  Act  of  1988? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Maybe  I  should  have  Mary  Jo  handle  that. 

Ms.  Bane.  There  has  been  a  fair  amount  of  State-to-State  vari- 
ation. Congressman,  as  you  know.  As  I  said  earlier,  most  States  are 
actually  above  their  participation  rate  at  this  point.  And  about  two- 
thirds  of  the  States  are  drawing  down  their — a  large  proportion  of 
the  money  at  this  point. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  percentage  of  the  $1  billion  that  was  allo- 
cated last  year  have  the  States  drawn  down? 

Ms.  Bane.  I  think  it  was  80  percent. 
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Mr.  Ellwood.  That  has  been  one  of  the  problems  and  one  of  the 
reasons  that  we  have  substantially  increased  the  Federal  match, 
something  that  is  also  present  in  the  Matsui  bill 

Chairman  Ford.  Why  didn't  the  States  use  the  full  $1  billion? 

Ms.  Bane.  The  main  reason  was,  for  most  States,  the  difficulty 
of  raising  the  State  money  to  provide  the  match  for  the  Federal 
money  in  order  to  operate  the  JOBS  program.  Many  States  found 
the  match  requirements  quite  difficult  to  meet.  As  David  said,  that 
is  one  of  the  main  reasons  that  we  think  it  is  important  to  increase 
the  Federal  share  of  spending. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

We  are  now  going  to  go  to  part  two,  "prevention  and  parental  re- 
sponsibility" under  title  V  of  the  bill,  and  "child  support  enforce- 
ment." I  know  that  we  are  getting  off  to  a  slow  start,  but  we  are 
going  to  take  a  break  here. 

I  know  that  after  2  hours  and  35  minutes,  the  panel  and  others 
in  the  committee  room  would  like  to  stretch  their  legs. 

We  are  going  to  take  a  15-  to  20-minute  break.  Let's  get  some 
water  or  a  pop.  We  are  going  to  come  back  and  complete  the  other 
three  parts  of  the  bill  this  afternoon. 

Thank  you. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman  Ford.  Let  us  get  started  again. 

Would  the  task  force  representatives.  Dr.  Bane  and  Dr.  Ellwood, 
start  part  two,  "prevention  and  parental  responsibility  and  child 
support  enforcement." 

Please,  make  sure  to  tell  us  whether  or  not  you  favor  separating 
child  support  enforcement  from  the  rest  of  the  bill,  and  moving  it 
separately?  In  case  we  are  not  able  to  report  the  rest  so  soon, 
should  we  proceed  with  child  support  enforcement? 

There  are  so  many  members  that  want  to  discuss  so  many  provi- 
sions of  this  bill.  You  were  certainly  very  good  on  time  before.  We 
certainly  don't  want  to  take  any  time  away  from  you  all,  but  there 
are  many  questions  and  comments  from  the  committee  members. 
If  you  would  take  that  into  consideration,  and  go  on  to  part  three 
as  well.  Then,  members  will  have  time  to  ask  questions. 

Ms.  Bane.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Let  me  introduce  Paul  Legler  who  is  joining  me  at  the  table. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  is  the  last  name? 

Ms.  Bane.  That  is  L-E-G-L-E-R.  He  is  the  staffperson  who  did 
most  of  the  work  for  child  support  enforcement. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you.  I  have  you  do  that  for  the  court  re- 
porter. 

Ms.  Bane.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  very  quickly  walk 
through  the  provisions  related  to  the  teen  pregnancy  provision  on 
prevention  and  parental  responsibility,  especially  child  support  en- 
forcement. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  do  believe  that  both  these  sets  of  provisions 
are  integral  to  achieving  real  welfare  reform.  They  are  integral  to 
constructing  a  system  which  is  about  the  responsibilities  of  both 
mothers  and  fathers.  They  are  integral  to  constructing  a  system 
which  tries  to  send  a  very  clear  message  to  both  parents  that  you 
shouldn't  have  a  child  until  you  are  ready  and  able  to  support  it. 
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Out-of-wedlock  births  are  a  national  tragedy.  We  need  to  address 
this  issue  of  prevention  and  we  also  need  very  clearly  to  make  sure 
that  fathers  as  well  as  mothers  understand  their  responsibilities. 

We  think  the  message  is  that  the  combination  of  the  expectations 
of  the  custodial  parents  that  we  just  have  been  talking  about  in  the 
work  section  and  the  expectations  on  noncustodial  parents  that  we 
will  be  talking  about  in  the  child  support  section  are  really  com- 
plementary to  each  other  and  very  important  as  part  of  a  coherent 
message. 

The  provisions  that  we  have  just  been  discussing  on  the  JOBS 
and  work  program  are  obviously  part  of  the  prevention  and  paren- 
tal responsibility  message  of  this  bill,  because  they  are  a  set  of  pro- 
visions which  say  very  clearly  that  parents  have  responsibilities  to 
work  and  prepare  themselves  for  work  and  that  these  responsibil- 
ities of  having  a  child  should  be  taken  very  seriously. 

We  have  some  additional  provisions  related  to  teen  pregnancy 
prevention.  Those  start  at  page  91  in  the  specs  and  I  would  just 
highlight  the  fact  that  there  are  two  grant  programs  to  dem- 
onstrate approaches  to  teen  pregnancy  prevention. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  page  are  you  on? 

Ms.  Bane.  Page  91  on  the  specs,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  numbers  are 
at  the  bottom  of  the  page.  Two  grant  programs  to  allow  commu- 
nities to  establish  and  evaluate  programs  on  teen  pregnancy,  the 
first  set  of  grants  to  about  1,000  schools  to  enable  them  to  put  in 
place  community-based  programs  which  will  involve  adults  in  the 
community,  and  those  would  be  evaluated;  then  a  second  set  of 
demonstrations,  a  much  smaller  set  of  demonstrations  described  on 
page  95,  which  would  be  much  more  indepth  and  comprehensive 
approaches  to  youth  problems  more  generally. 

Teen  pregnancy  is  a  part  of  the  overall  approach  to  preventing 
risky  behaviors  among  youth.  That  is  a  small  number,  up  to  seven 
communities  of  quite  comprehensive  demonstrations  funded  at 
about  $3.6  million,  which  I  think  they  will  enable  us  to  learn  about 
comprehensive  approaches  to  teen  pregnancy  so  we  can  see  what 
is  going  on. 

Starting  on  page  98,  there  are  a  set  of  provisions  relating  to  in- 
centives for  responsible  behavior.  First  of  all,  a  requirement  that 
minor  mothers  live  at  home  during  the  time  they  are  under  18.  We 
all  three  think  this  is  very  important. 

Minor  mothers  are  children  themselves;  they  need  to  be  in  a  situ- 
ation where  they  are  receiving  adult  care  and  supervision  at  the 
same  time  they  are  dealing  with  their  child.  There  are,  of  course, 
a  set  of  good  cause  exemptions  and  a  set  of  requirements  on  the 
States  to  provide  case  management  services  for  minor  parents 
while  they  are  living  at  home.  There  is  also  a  State  option  for 
States  to  limit  the  payment  of  additional  AFDC  benefits  to  children 
conceived  while  the  parent  was  on  AFDC. 

As  you  know,  many  States  have  asked  for  the  opportunity  to  test 
and  put  in  place  these  provisions  because  they  believe  that  it  sends 
a  very  strong  signal  about  responsible  parenting  and  about  the  fact 
that  one  shouldn't  have  a  child  until  you  are  ready  and  able  to  do 
it. 

We  are  proposing  this  be  a  State  option  in  line  with  the  approach 
that  we  have  taken  in  many  parts  of  the  bill  to  allow  States  flexi- 
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bility  in  a  wide  range  of  areas,  and  of  course  States  traditionally 
have  responsibility  for  setting  benefit  levels.  This  is  an  extension 
of  their  flexibility. 

On  pages  100  and  101,  again  some  requirements  on  the  States 
to  provide  case  management  for  all  custodial  teen  parents.  David 
mentioned  that  earlier  in  the  work  section. 

And  finally,  we  are  offering  a  State  option  for  States  to  put  in 
place  incentives  as  well  as  sanctions  to  encourage  teens  to  stay  in 
school.  I  think  I  am  going  to  move  directly,  if  that  is  OK,  to  the 
child  support  enforcement  provision. 

Chairman  Ford.  That  is  fine.  Yes,  you  may. 

Ms.  Bane.  OK.  Those  begin  on  page  104.  And  as  I  said  earlier, 
we  see  these  provisions  as  really  integral  to  welfare  reform,  really 
integral  in  saying  that  both  parents  have  responsibilities.  There  is 
a  lot  of  improvement  that  we  need  to  make  in  the  child  support  en- 
forcement system  despite  the  real  steps  forward  that  were  taken 
with  the  1984-88  legislation. 

We  estimate  that  there  is  a  gap  of  uncollected  child  support, 
child  support  that  could  be  available  to  families  if  awards  were  in 
place  and  it  were  collected  of  about  $34  million.  Collecting  some  of 
that  would  make  enormous  differences  to  families  and  help  them 
really  attain  self-sufficiency. 

The  bill  has  three  sets  of  provisions  related  to  child  support.  The 
first  about  establishing  awards  in  every  case,  the  second  about 
making  sure  that  award  levels  are  set  fairly  and  updated  regularly, 
and  then  the  third  set  of  tools  for  the  States  to  be  able  to  collect 
child  support  that  is  old  through  collection  of  awards. 

In  establishing  awards,  in  every  case  the  emphasis  in  the  bill  is 
on  the  establishment  of  paternity  and  that  is  because  the  great 
growth  in  single-parent  families  over  the  last  decade  has  been  in 
families  where  the  parents  are  not  married  to  each  other,  and  of 
course  if  there  is  to  be  any  child  support  enforcement  in  those  fami- 
lies the  first  step  is  the  establishment  of  paternity.  That  has  been 
a  very  cumbersome  process.  It  is  one  that  sometimes  takes  a  long 
time. 

We  are  trying  to  put  in  place  in  the  bill  a  series  of  steps  to 
streamline  the  paternity  establishment  process.  The  most  crucial 
piece  of  this  is  described  in  the  specs  on  page  108,  which  were  a 
set  of  specs  about  streamlining  the  paternity  establishment  process 
by  providing  administrative  authority  to  the  child  support  agency 
to  order  parents  to  submit  to  genetic  tests. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  the  technology  that  is  now  available 
to  determine  paternity  is  very  advanced  and  very  sophisticated. 
When  genetic  tests  are  done,  one  can  determine  with  near  certainty 
whether  someone  is  indeed  the  father  of  the  child. 

These  provisions  will  make  it  much  easier  and  quicker  for  States 
to  ask  people  to  submit  to  genetic  tests  and  to  use  them  in  the  es- 
tabhshment  of  support  orders.  They  also  give  the  child  support 
agency  the  administrative  authority  to  enter  default  orders  so  that 
if  there  has  been  an  allegation  of  patemitv,  of  failure  to  submit  to 
genetic  testing,  the  State  can  move  quickly  to  put  the  order  in 
place. 

On  pages  110  and  111,  we  outline  some  new  provisions  for  im- 
proving cooperation  among  AFDC  mothers  and  the  establishment 
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of  paternity.  Basically,  we  specify  more  clearly  what  information 
the  mother  who  is  applying  for  AFDC  is  required  to  provide  to  the 
agency  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  to  help  the  agency  determine  pa- 
ternity. 

We  are  also  providing  in  this  bill  that  cooperation  must  take 
place  and  cooperation  must  be  assessed  before  any  benefits  are  re- 
ceived. That  is  an  improvement  over  current  law  where  sometimes 
people  can  be  on  benefits  for  awhile  before  they  are  asked  to  co- 
operate and  those  cooperation  requirements  are  put  in  place. 

We  have,  though,  a  balanced  set  of  cooperation  requirements 
that  are  described  on  pages  111  and  112,  a  set  of  cooperation  re- 
quirements on  the  mother  but  also  a  set  of  requirements  on  the 
State.  So  that  if  the  mother  has  cooperated,  the  State  is  required 
to  move  on  establishing  paternity  and  getting  an  order  in  place  and 
if  they  don't,  there  are  sanctions  against  the  State. 

Starting  on  page  115  are  the  provisions  related  to  the  second 
large  part  of  the  child  support  provisions,  that  is,  assuring  fair 
awards  levels.  The  most  significant  provision  in  this  section  has  to 
do  with  the  regular  modification  of  child  support  orders  which  is 
described  on  page  116. 

We  find  that  a  big  part  of  the  child  support  collection  gap  occurs 
because  orders  were  put  in  place,  people's  wages  went  up,  inflation 
took  place  and  so  on  and  the  awards  were  never  updated.  These 
provisions  provide  that  the  States  on  a  regular  basis  every  3  years 
will  review  and  modify  child  support  orders  when  they  don't  meet 
the  guidelines. 

The  third  section  having  to  do  with  collecting  awards  that  are 
owed,  and  begins  on  page  120,  and  this  deals  with  that  part  of  the 
collection  gap  which  occurs  when  there  is  paternity  established. 
There  is  an  order  in  place,  it  is  a  fair  order,  but  the  order  isn't  col- 
lected. 

We  know  that  that  there  is  a  quite  high  default  rate  in  child  sup- 
port collections.  This  is  meant  to  put  in  place  a  series  of  tools  to 
ensure  that  orders  that  are  in  place  are  in  fact  collected. 

One  key  to  efficient  collection  is  to  make  the  process  very  clear 
and  very  simple  and  to  automate  it  as  much  as  possible,  and  so  the 
provisions  related  to  the  establishment  of  central  State  registries, 
to  automated  mass  case  processing,  to  centralized  collection  and 
disbursement  through  a  State  payment  center  are  all  directed  at 
making  sure  that  that  is  a  very  simple  process  where  the  child  sup- 
port awards  are  kept  track  of. 

It  is  easy  to  determine  when  somebody  has  fallen  behind;  it  is 
easy  to  collect  the  money  and  get  it  out.  We  think  that  this  kind 
of  automation  and  simplification  will  make  the  process  of  collecting 
child  support  much  easier  and  simpler. 

In  addition,  we  are  proposing,  and  this  description  starts  on  page 
126,  a  set  of  national  clearinghouses  which  will  tie  together  the 
State  automated  systems  and  the  State  child  support  clearing- 
houses. And  the  main  reason  for  needing  to  tie  the  State  collection 
procedures  together  and  tie  the  court  registry  together  is  a  lot  of 
cases  involve  interstate  actions. 

About  30  percent  of  all  child  support  cases  involve  one  parent  in 
one  State  and  another  parent  in  another  State,  and  these  have 
tended  to  be  very  clumsy  and  very  difficult  to  work  and  to  collect. 
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What  we  are  proposing  is  a  set  of  automated  tying  together  of 
State  central  registers  so  much  of  the  information  can  be  explained 
more  easily. 

In  addition,  and  in  order  to  deal  with  the  interstate  part,  there 
are  a  set  of  provisions  which  start  on  page  132  of  the  specs  which 
require  the  States  to  have  in  place  legislation  and  procedures 
which  will  simplify  and  make  more  certain  and  easier  the  collection 
of  interstate  orders. 

The  crucial  provisions  in  the  section  are  a  requirement  on  the 
States  to  adopt  the  UIFSPA,  the  Uniform  Interstate  Family  Sup- 
port Act,  which  includes  a  number  of  provisions  including  a  set  of 
provisions  about  jurisdiction  and  when  the  State  can  reach  into  an- 
other State  to  put  an  order  in  place.  If  we  can  solve  some  of  the 
interstate  problems  through  these  uniform  laws  and  procedures 
and  through  the  tying  together  of  State  central  registries,  I  think 
it  will  make  a  huge  dent  in  uncollected  child  support. 

Finally,  starting  on  page  135,  there  is  a  set  of  other  enforcement 
measures  meant  to  provide  States  with  some  of  the  tools  that  they 
need  in  order  to  make  sure  there  there  are  indeed  consequences 
that  follow  when  someone  doesn't  pay  his  or  her  child  support. 

I  just  point  out  a  couple  of  these:  Routine  license  screening,  proc- 
essing on  motor  vehicles.  We  think  it  is  important  that  they  under- 
stand their  child  support  obligations  are  more  important  than  their 
car  payments,  that  indeed  they  can  lose  their  cars  if  they  don't  pay 
their  child  support.  That  is  an  important  signal.  We  hope  it  would 
never  have  to  be  used,  but  it  is  an  important  tool  for  the  States. 

I  would  also  point  out  the  provision  on  page  136  that  will  ask 
the  States  to  have  in  place  procedures  by  which  drivers  and  occu- 
pational and  professional  licenses  can  be  revoked  if  someone  is  be- 
hind in  his  or  her  child  support,  and  the  provision  on  page  138  that 
says  that  under  certain  circumstances,  we  could  revoke  or  not  issue 
passports  to  people  who  are  behind  in  their  child  support. 

Again,  all  of  these  provisions  are  meant  to  say  very,  very  clearly 
that  child  support  is  an  important  obligation  and  we  mean  to  put 
orders  in  place  and  to  enforce  them.  That  is  a  set  of  Federal  fund- 
ing provisions  and  incentives  for  the  States  which  we  think  will 
make  it  possible  for  the  States  to  put  these  in  place  and  move  us 
toward  an  automated  system  with  responsibilities  on  both  parents 
and  the  State. 

The  other  provisions — I  guess  the  other  thing  that  I  should  point 
out  is  that  we  do  provide  for  demonstrations  of  child  support  en- 
forcement and  assurance  programs  to  allow  the  States  a  selected 
number  of  States  to  test  the  program  which  would  guarantee  child 
support  to  mothers  as  an  income  base  and  take  the  responsibility 
for  collecting  it  from  the  fathers. 

In  addition,  we  are  proposing  a  set  of  grants  to  the  States  to  set 
up  access  and  visitation  programs  for  noncustodial  parents. 

Again,  I  can  answer  questions  on  all  the  other  provisions  in  the 
child  support  enforcement  piece. 

Mr.  Chairman,  do  you  want  to  stop  there  or  do  you  want  me  to 
go  on  to  the  other  section? 

Chairman  Ford.  Let  me  ask  one  question  while  you  are  on  the 
child  support  enforcement  section,  many  persons  have  expressed 


390 

their  support  of  a  child  support  assurance  program.  I  didn't  hear 

you  say  just  what,  if  anything,  we  are  going  to  be  doing  on  that. 

Ms.  Bane.  What  this  bill  does  is  authorize  a  number  of  statewide 


demonstrations  of  child  support  assurance.  Many  people  believe 
that  child  support  assurance  can  be  a  big  help  to  families,  a  big 
part  of  their  income  strategy,  but  we  really  don't  know  how  it  will 
work  and  there  are  many  questions  about  what  effect  it  might  have 
on  the  actual  payment  of  child  support  on  work  and  so  on.  So  the 
approach  we  take 

Chairman  Ford.  Do  you  have  any  cost  estimates  on  that?  What 
would  it  cost  for  a  national  program? 

Ms.  Bane.  Wendell,  do  you  have  an  estimate  for  a  national  pro- 
gram? We  can  get  you  the  cost,  Mr.  Chairman,  of  the  national  pro- 
gram. 

Chairman  Ford.  We  would  like  to  have  the  cost  figures  as  we  go 
through  this. 

Ms.  Bane.  For  the  demonstration 

Chairman  Ford.  Not  for  the  demonstrations  but  for  a  national 
policy  on  the  program. 

Ms.  Bane.  That  is  right.  We  can  certainly  get  you  that.  As  I  say, 
because  there  are  many  uncertainties  about  the  effects  that  such 
a  program  would  have  about  its  costs  and  so  on,  we  are  taking  the 
approach  of  proposing  a  set  of  demonstrations  to  see  how  it  works. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 

The  net  benefit  costs  and  saving  were  taken  from  TRIM2  microsimulations  for  a 
national  child  support  assurance  (CSA)  program.  This  simulation  used  guarantee 
levels  of  $1500  and  $2500  for  a  one-child  family.  The  simulation  assumed  that  all 
AFDC  recipients  with  awards  would  participate  in  the  CSA  program  and  that  be- 
tween 74  and  84  percent  of  non-AFDC  recipients  with  awards  would  also  partici- 
pate. An  additional  5  percent  of  child  support  eligible  custodial  mothers  without 
awards  were  given  good  cause  exceptions  and  allowed  to  participate. 

Net  CSA  program  benefits  were  between  $2.3  and  $3.9  billion  prior  to  any  addi- 
tions for  CSA  program  administration  or  decreases  due  to  savings  in  other  pro- 
grams. When  AFDC,  food  stamp  and  Federal  tax  offset  and  program  administration 
costs  are  included  the  net  costs  (Federal  and  State)  would  be  $1.4  and  $2.5  billion 
depending  on  the  generosity  of  the  minimum  benefit. 

Chairman  Ford.  Why  don't  you  continue  with  the  "non-citizens 
provisions  and  financing,"  part  four. 

Ms.  Bane.  You  want  to  move  directly  to  part  four  rather  than 
deal  with  part  three? 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Santorum  and  others  will  probably  be  back 
by  then. 

Ms.  Bane.  Perhaps  I  could  go  on  very,  very  briefly  to  part  three 
then. 

Chairman  Ford.  OK.  Do  part  three  and  then  we  will  go  right  to 
part  four. 

Ms.  Bane.  Part  three  on  our  list  was  a  set  of  provisions  related 
to  performance  standards,  information  systems,  technical  assist- 
ance, and  demonstration  and  improving  government  assistance.  I 
think  I  won't  walk  through  them  all.  I  can  certainly  answer  ques- 
tions on  any  of  them. 

I  do  want  to  say,  though,  that  we  believe  iust  as  many  of  the 
other  pieces  of  this  bill  are  an  integral  part  of  the  whole  program, 
these  pieces  that  orient  the  system  more  toward  results  and  per- 
formance measures  that  help  to  automate  the  system  that  make  it 
simpler  and  better  coordinated  are  really  important  in  changing 
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the  culture  of  the  welfare  system  so  that  the  workers  in  the  welfare 
system  can  actually  spend  their  time  helping  people  get  jobs  and 
make  the  actual  operation  of  the  welfare  system  more  efficient. 

You  want  to  go  on  to  part  four,  David? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Yes.  Part  four  deals  with  noncitizen  provisions 
and  various  financing  issues,  so  let  me  move  to  that.  It  starts  on 
page  176,  I  believe,  in  the  specs. 

As  you  know.  Congressman  Matsui,  there  are  a  number  of  bills 
out  that  use  changes  in  benefits  to  noncitizens  as  the  sole  vehicle 
for  financing  welfare  reform.  This  is  something  that  we  are  ex- 
tremely uncomfortable  and  unhappy  about. 

Those  bills  typically  say  something  to  the  effect  that  all  legal  im- 
migrants who  are  noncitizens  do  not  qualify  for  any  benefits,  in- 
cluding medical  coverage  and  everything  else. 

We  can  talk  specifically  about  those  issues.  We  have  gone  for  a 
much  more  selective  set  of  issues  and  tried  to  deal  with  what  we 
see  as  some  legitimate  concerns  about  legal  immigrants,  but  not 
providing  anything  like  the  kind  of  blanket  or  highly  cost-shifting 
kind  of  proposals  that  are  elsewhere. 

There  are  a  couple  things  that  are  here.  One  is  a  quite  detailed 
cleaning  up  of  various  definitions  of  immigrant  groups.  When  some- 
one is  covered,  when  someone  is  not,  is  a  whole  series  of  fairly  eso- 
teric categories.  We  have  tried  to  go  through  that  carefully.  We 
worked  with  a  great  set  of  folks. 

I  think  the  crucial  issue  has  to  do  with  deeming  and  sponsor  re- 
sponsibility. I  think  the  fundamental  question  one  has  to  ask  what 
are  the  responsibilities  of  sponsors  for  people  that  they  bring  into 
this  country.  As  you  know,  people  can  immigrate  into  this  country 
for  a  variety  of  different  reasons.  They  can  be — an  employer  may 
sponsor  them.  They  may  come  in  as  a  refugee  or  asylee  or  various 
other  things. 

One  category  is  the  category  where  a  relative  will  sponsor  an- 
other relative  to  come  into  this  country.  This  particular  category 
has  grown  also,  but  the  use  of  people  who  come  in  under  these  cat- 
egories has  grown  over  time.  The  SSI  aged  program  has  gone  from 
a  situation  where  5  percent  were  legal  noncitizens  about  a  decade 
ago  to  the  case  now  where  28  percent  are  legal  noncitizens. 

What  we  propose  to  do  is  to  tighten  somewhat  the  responsibil- 
ities of  sponsors  for  persons  that  they  sponsor.  After  all,  in  order 
to  sponsor  someone  you  must  sign  documents  suggesting  that  they 
will  not  become  a  public  charge  and  that  you  will  help  support 
them. 

What  we  propose  to  do  is  several  things.  First  of  all,  we  propose 
to  make  permanent  something  that  was  passed  by  this  committee 
last  year  as  part  of  the  U.I.  extension  so  that  5-year  deeming  would 
continue  permanently,  meaning  that  5  years  would  be  the  rule  for 
deeming  in  SSI  programs.  That  would  also  extend  to  food  stamps 
and  AFDC  for  consistency  reasons. 

Then,  in  addition,  we  would  change  the  deeming  rules  so  that  be- 
yond 5  years  in  the  cases  v/here  the  sponsor  has  income  above  the 
median,  that  is,  above  about  $40,000,  so  sponsors  in  the  upper  half 
of  the  family  income  distribution,  the  sponsor  would  still  be  respon- 
sible for  providing  the  support  of  that  person  and  therefore  they 
would  not  in  general  be  eligible. 
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The  second  provision  has  no  effect  on  Medicaid.  Indeed,  we  are 
not  changing  law  vis-a-vis  Medicaid  at  all.  We  also  see  it  as  an 
issue  primarily  of  again  relative  responsibility  not  so  different  from 
what  we  did  on  child  support  enforcement  that  sponsors  especially 
when  they  have  significant  income  should  be  ineligible. 

Let  me  point  out  a  major  difference  between  this  set  of  proposals 
and  some  that  are  also  before  this  committee.  First  of  all,  we  have 
not  said  that  people  are  simply  ineligible  for  benefits  regardless  of 
the  situation  or  sponsor. 

What  we  have  said  in  cases  where  the  sponsor  is  poor,  has  low 
income,  people  are  eligible  for  support.  They  have  come  here  le- 
gally, if  situations  are  such  that  sponsors  are  poor  and  they  don't 
have  income,  they  deserve  support.  We  have  not  affected  Medicaid. 

Finally,  after  5  years  we  have  only  dealt  with  situations  where 
sponsors  are  above  the  median.  So  let  me  also  then  go  on  to  talk 
about  other  parts  of  our  financing  provisions  the  specific  details  of 
each  amount  are  in  the  handout  that  you  were  given.  I  believe  it 
is  on  the  last  page. 

The  various  rules  for  sponsor  responsibility  cost  provide  about 
$2.8  billion  of  financing.  Changing  alien  eligibility  criteria  add 
about  $0.9  billion.  Another  reform  we  looked  to  enact  is  capping 
the  emergency  assistance  program.  Mary  Jo  can  speak  more  about 
this  later  if  you  desire,  but  this  is  a  program  that  really  is  growing 
very  rapidly,  gone  from  $100  to  $200  million  and  we  think  in  the 
next  3  or  4  years  could  reach  $1  billion. 

Part  of  what  is  going  on  is  that  States  have  discovered  this  is  a 
way  of  funding  programs  such  as  child  welfare  services  that  were 
traditionally  100-percent  State  dollars  and  now  they  can  get  a  por- 
tion of  the  Federal  dollars. 

Our  goal  here  is  to  slow  its  growth  and  we  have  a  formula  that 
limits  the  amount  that  States  can  spend  on  the  emergency  assist- 
ance program. 

Other  criteria,  other  issues  that  we  can  talk  about,  this  commit- 
tee recently  passed  and  indeed  there  was  a  conference  that  recently 
put  together  the  changes  in  the  SSI  benefits  for  drug  and  alcohol 
addicted  recipients.  I  will  not  expand  on  those  since  it  has  already 
been  passed  but  any  money  from  that  we  believe  ought  to  be  rein- 
vested back  in  the  welfare  system  for  the  kinds  of  programs  that 
we  are  dealing  with. 

We  have  a  plan  to  income  test  reimbursements  to  family  day 
care  homes.  This  provision  is  really  designed  to  deal  with  that. 
That  part  of  the  family  day  care — the  meals  program  for  family  day 
care  homes,  that  is  not  income  tested  at  all  and  currently  there  is 
information  that  something  on  the  order  of  70  percent  of  those  dol- 
lars in  the  program  for  family  day  care  homes  are  actually  going 
to  families  above  185  percent  of  poverty  when  the  program  was  de- 
signed for  those  below  185  percent. 

What  we  have  tried  to  do  is  limit  this  in  a  couple  of  ways.  One 
is  if  you  are  in  a  low-income  neighborhood,  you  get  the  same 
amount  as  before.  If  you  are  in  a  high-income  neighborhood  you 
have  a  choice:  You  can  either  get  a  slightly  lower  amount  of  sup- 
port or  you  can  administer  a  simple  means  test  and  get  as  much 
as  before. 
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Some  of  the  other  issues — Hmiting  deficiency  programs  to  farms, 
holding  constant  extending  a  bunch  of  expiring  provisions,  and  so 
forth — I  can  answer  on  a  question-by-question  basis,  but  the  total 
is  $9.3  bilHon. 

I  would  just  emphasize  in  concluding  what  we  have  tried  to  do 
is  have  a  mixture,  a  balance  of  different  kinds  of  strategies,  ones 
that  are  sensible  policies  and  tighten  programs  where  appropriate 
so  we  really  do  have  a  fully  funded  program  as  part  of  our  bill. 

Mr.  Matsui  [presiding].  Thank  you.  I  appreciate  your  testimony 
on  parts  two,  three  and  four.  What  we  will  do  is  we  will  take  ques- 
tions and  comments  on  parts  two,  three,  and  four. 

Chairman  Ford  is  returning  an  important  phone  call  so  he  will 
be  back  as  soon  as  that  is  completed,  but  he  did  want  me  to  sug- 
gest that  all  three  areas  will  be  open  for  questions  now. 

Let  me,  if  I  may,  get  into  the  issue  of  the  prevention  and  paren- 
tal responsibility.  I  think  that  is  another  significant  one  we  are  all 
very  interested  in,  as  you  well  know. 

The  family  cap  issue,  we  are  having  some  States  now  adopt  fam- 
ily caps — New  Jersey,  Wisconsin,  and  California  just  adopted  the 
family  cap.  Do  we  have  any — and  you  make  it  State  optional  in 
your  bill.  Do  you  have  any  research  that  would  indicate  that  the 
family  cap  serves  a  purpose  of  preventing  pregnancy  by  AFDC  re- 
cipients? 

Ms.  Bane.  We  have  very,  very  limited  and  sketchy  evidence,  Con- 
gressman, on  the  effect  of  the  AFDC  family  cap  on  actual  behavior. 
People  who  make  the  argument  for  the  family  cap  and  the  States 
who  want  to  do  it  fully  make  the  argument 

Mr.  Matsui.  Before  you  get  into  that,  because  I  would  like  to 
hear  that,  do  you  have  any  studies  at  all  that  would  give  you  some 
confidence  that  the  family  cap  is  based  upon  at  least  some  scientific 
approach? 

Ms.  Bane.  The  evidence  from  the  States  that  are  demonstrating 
is  not  in  yet.  We  have 

Mr.  Matsui.  Like  New  Jersey  and  Wisconsin? 

Ms.  Bane.  We  have  sketchy  evidence  from  New  Jersey. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Do  you  have  any  anecdotal  studies? 

Ms.  Bane.  New  Jersey  is  actually  reporting  something  like  a  9- 
percent  decline  in  births. 

Mr.  Matsui.  But  the  problem  is  that  program  just  came  into  ef- 
fect in  November. 

Ms.  Bane.  It  has  been  operating  for  a  little  bit  over  1  year.  We 
don't  have  the  actual  impact  data  at  this  point  to  estabHsh  what 
the  actual  effect  is. 

Mr.  Matsui.  The  birth  rate  in  the  general  population  in  New  Jer- 
sey is  decreasing  as  well,  I  understand,  from  what  I  have  been  told. 

Ms.  Bane.  Again,  we  have  only  very  sketchy  data. 

Mr.  Matsui.  OK  Aside  from  New  Jersey,  are  there  any  other 
States  or  communities  or  counties,  or  even  other  countries  that 
might  have  a  family  cap  that  could  give  you  some  confidence  that 
there  could  be  a  basis  for  your  position? 

Ms.  Bane.  The  evidence,  as  I  say,  is  very,  very  sketchy. 

Mr.  Matsui.  So  you  have  no  evidence  at  all  to  date  on  this. 

Ms.  Bane.  We  do  not  have  evidence  in  yet  from  the  States  that 
are  experimenting  with  family  caps. 
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Mr.  Matsui.  I  won't  go  into  your  studies  on  poverty  support  that 
both  of  you  wrote  because — in  fact,  when  was  that  written? 

Ms.  Bane.  David  wrote  it  in  1988. 

Mr.  Matsui.  So  you  feel  confident  it  is  still  legitimate,  a  good 
study? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Well,  sure. 

Ms.  Bane.  The  study  that  you  are  probably  referring  to  is  one 
we  actually  did  do  together. 

Mr.  Matsui.  If  you  wrote  it  today,  would  you  issue  it  today  if  you 
weren't  working  where  you  are  working? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  It  is  good  research. 

Mr.  Matsui.  And  I  read  this  at  the  full  committee  but  I  think 
just  for  the  record:  "Welfare  simply  does  not  appear  to  be  the  un- 
derlying cause  in  the  dramatic  change  in  family  structure  of  the 
past  few  decades." 

I  am  assuming  that  means  that  having  additional  children  is 
not — well,  your  welfare  benefit  does  not  have  an  impact  on  your 
family  size,  according  to  that  1988  study.  Of  course  the  Wisconsin 
study  which  doesn't  get  into  family  caps,  but  it  says  that  the  child- 
bearing  rate  per  thousand  for  those  on  public  assistance  was  45.8 
per  thousand  and  the  general  population  in  the  entire  State,  75.3 
per  thousand.  You  are  familiar  with  that  study,  so  there  is  even 
a  larger  number  in  the  general  population  than  in  the  welfare  pop- 
ulation in  Wisconsin. 

Do  you  have  anything  to  base  this  on  except  for  the  fact  you 
want  to  send  a  message? 

Ms.  Bane.  I  think  we  would  make  two  points,  Congressman, 
about  the  family  cap.  One  is  that  the  States  who  have  asked  to  do 
the  family  cap  do  feel  very  strongly  that  it  is  important  in  the  wel- 
fare system  to  send  a  message  about  responsibility.  And  that  it  is 
very  important  that  welfare  recipients  be  treated  equitably 

Mr.  Matsui,  Before  we  get  into  that,  Mary  Jo,  because,  see,  this 
is  the  point.  If  in  fact  it  sends  a  message  and  then  it  results  in  a 
reduction  of  births,  that's  one  thing,  you  see,  but  you  are  saying 
that  is  not  it  because  in  your  study  it  is  not  benefits  that  make  the 
difference. 

I  mean,  young  women  on  welfare  or  poor  young  women  have  chil- 
dren because  of  lack  of  self-esteem,  lack  of  birth  control.  I  mean, 
there  are  a  lot  of  reasons  why  they  get  pregnant.  And  so  how  do 
you  suggest  that  sending  a  message  is  going  to  change  this? 

Ms.  Bane.  The  sending  of  a  message  for  those  States  who  want 
to  do  it  is  as  much  an  attempt  to  have  equity  between  working 
families  who  don't  get  a  pay  raise  when  they  have  another  child 
and  welfare  families  who  have  an  increase  in  the  benefits.  And 
they  would  make  the  argument  more  on  the  basis  of  equity  and 
fairness  in  that  sense.  They  hope  it  will  also  have  an  effect  on 
births  but  they  believe  that  the  equity  issue  is  very  important. 

We  also  believe  that  State  flexibility  in  this  area  is  appropriate. 
States  have  always  had  the  ability  to  set  their  benefit  levels.  They 
vary  very  dramatically.  They  have  flexibility  over  the  way  they  set 
the  benefits  rules.  This  seems  to  us  to  be  an  extension  of  that. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Well,  it  is  kind  of  interesting.  It  seems  to  me  that 
we  would  want  at  least  some  studies  or  some  experimental  dem- 
onstration programs  before  we  really — but  maybe  we  are  going  to 
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get  some  from  the  States,  but  it  would  probably  be  3  or  4  years  be- 
fore we  can  evaluate  them. 

Let  me  just  get  into  the  financing  for  1  minute.  And  I  don't  want 
to  get  into  too  much  detail.  I  think  the  situation  is  so  vague  and 
ambiguous  in  terms  of  what  we  might  do  on  financing.  In  fact, 
there  has  been  talk  by  some,  not  me,  but  by  some  to  take  some  of 
your  financing  and  put  it  in  the  trade  agreement  issue,  as  you  have 
probably  heard. 

You  have  problems  and  I  know  the  Secretary  has  problems  with 
the  proposal  to  take  away  benefits  from  legal  aliens.  But  let  me 
make  a  hypothetical  and  if  your  answer  is  right  on  this,  I  probably 
would  feel  more  comfortable  about  this  process  even  if  we  lose  con- 
trol over  it. 

Let's  assume  that  on  October  15  we  pass  the  bill  or  the  Senate 
passes  a  bill,  we  go  into  conference,  we  walk  out  of  conference  and 
240  or  250  House  Members  vote  for  it  and  58  Senators  vote  for  it, 
so  it  gets  sent  over  to  the  President.  The  funding  source  of  $15  bil- 
lion is  all  on  legal  immigration. 

Would  you  recommend  that  the  President  veto  the  bill  because 
you  will  feel  so  strongly  about  it? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  just  feel  very  uncomfortable  dealing  with  a  hypo- 
thetical but  let  me  just  say  that  we  feel  it  is 

Mr.  Matsui.  It  is  a  determinant  as  to  how  far  we  can  go  and  we 
need  to  know  how  far  you  can  go  on  this. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  what  we  will  have  to  do  is  when  the  bill 
comes  forward,  we  will  have  to  look  at  all  the  specifics.  There  will 
be  lots  of  details  and  so  forth. 

Mr.  Matsul  So  I  can  tell  some  Members  of  the  House  who  are 
interested  in  this  and  some  caucuses  that  are  interested  in  this 
even  if  it  includes  15  billion  dollars'  worth  of  cuts  out  of  legal  immi- 
grations, you  cannot  guarantee  that  you  would  recommend  a  veto 
to  the  President? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  We  will  have  to  look  hard  at  whatever  is  in  the 
bill. 

Mr.  Matsul  At  least  I  got  it,  you  are  not  disputing  that  comment 
then?  In  other  words,  I  can  tell  these  Members  that  you  will  not 
take  a  position  on  that  issue;  is  that  right? 

Mr.  Ellwood.  Again 

Ms.  Bane.  Yes. 

Mr.  Matsul  I  want  to  be  accurate.  Is  that  right? 

Ms.  Bane.  But,  Congressman,  you  can  also  tell  the  Members  that 
the  administration  does  feel  very  strongly 

Mr.  Matsul  I  am  sorry? 

Ms.  Bane.  You  can 

Mr.  Matsul  I  understand,  but  if  he  loses  control  over  the  bill  on 
the  floor  of  the  House  and  the  Senate,  you  can  feel  real  strongly. 
But  if  you  lose  control,  vou  lose  control. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  I  think  that  we  have  made  it  very,  very  clear.  As 
you  kaow,  we  fought  very  strenuously  against  such  an  amendment 
earlier  on  SSI  reform.  Again,  we  will  have  to  look  at  the  bill  as  a 
whole  and  make  a  decision  when  we  see  it. 

Mr.  Matsui.  OK.  Mr.  Shaw. 

Mr.  Shaw.  If  I  might  just  venture  an  unsolicited  political  obser- 
vation. I  think  it  is  like  health  care;  I  think  the  President  is  going 
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to  sign  anything  that  comes  on  his  desk  that  has  some  of  the  condi- 
tions of  his  bill,  and  I  think  that  whatever  we  pass  out  is  going  to 
have  enough  of  the  provisions  of  the  President's  bill  that  he  will 
gladly  sign  it.  But  I  said  that  was  unsolicited,  so  we  will  let  it  stay 
there. 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  accept  it  in  that  generosity. 

Mr.  Shaw.  You  get  the  deal  you  pay  for  around  here. 

I  would  like  to  go  back  and  again  talk  about  the  question  of  ille- 
gitimacy because  I  think  this  is  something  very  important.  The 
President  spoke  out,  the  Republicans  have  spoken  out  on  it.  The 
one  thing  that  unifies  I  think  this  Congress  is  illegitimacy  is  really 
tearing  up  society,  certain  segments  of  the  population  worse  than 
others,  and  it  is  really  creating  havoc  from  an  economic  standpoint, 
from  a  standpoint  of  lawlessness  and  everything  else. 

If  there  is  one  big  problem  in  this  country,  I  would  say  that  it 
is  maybe  second  to  drugs,  but  I  don't  think  so.  I  think  it  may  be 
number  one.  And  this  is  the  question  of  illegitimacy  and  how  it  is 
going  to  affect  our  future  in  a  very,  very  negative  way. 

The  question  of  illegitimacy  and  whether  or  not  welfare — what  is 
the  effect  of  putting  caps  on  additional  children  and  what  are  these 
studies  going  to  show? 

There  is  a  study  that  was  made  by  the  Congressional  Budget  Of- 
fice. This  is  from  Chairman  Reischauer.  It  says  that  since  the 
eighties,  evidence — I  am  reading  from  a  letter  that  he  wrote  to  me 
as  the  ranking  Republican  member  of  this  subcommittee  on  Sep- 
tember 11,  1992,  that  I  will  ask  to  be  part  of  the  record. 

Mr.  Matsui.  It  will  be  put  in  the  record. 

Mr.  Shaw.  The  paragraph  that  I  would  like  to  read: 

Since  the  early  eighties,  evidence  has  accumulated  that  the  welfare  system  afTects 
family  structure.  The  strongest  and  most  consistent  findings  are  that  the  availabil- 
ity of  higher  welfare  benefits  increases  the  number  of  female-headed  families,  in- 
creases divorce  rates,  and  reduces  the  incidence  of  remarriage.  Although  the  evi- 
dence that  welfare  increases  out-of-wedlock  births  is  mixed,  several  recent  studies 
have  found  positive  effects  of  higher  welfare  benefits  on  such  births. 

I  think  the  question — and  I  think  all  of  us  can  agree  that  it  does 
have  some  effect.  Now,  the  question  is,  how  much  effect,  and  that 
is  what  we  will  have  to  wait  for  some  hard  data.  And  this  carries 
on  with  your  line  of  questioning  and  is  something  all  of  us  want 
to  know  exactly  how  much  it  affects  it. 

But  you  know,  when  we  start  talking  about  the  number  of  births 
of  people  on  welfare  versus  people  not  on  welfare,  if  you  start  talk- 
ing about  single  mothers,  and  that  is  the  key,  not  the  traditional 
family  but  the  births  to  single  mothers  on  welfare  versus  single 
mothers  not  on  welfare,  I  think  you  will  find  an  explosion. 

Now,  it  can  certainly  be  argued  that  these  births  are  causing  the 
welfare  dependency  and  causing  people  to  get  into  the  welfare  sys- 
tem, but  I  think  there  is  no  question  but  that  the  number  of  births 
to  single  mothers  on  welfare  is  far  greater  than  the  single  mothers 
who  are  not  on  welfare  and  I  would  say  that  is  probably  several- 
fold. 

If  any  of  the  witnesses  would  like  to  comment  on  that,  because 
most — a  lot  of  single  women  aren't  having  families  and  are  waiting 
to. 

Mr.  Ellwood.  We  genuinely  don't  know. 
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Ms.  Bane.  There  has  clearly  been  a  large  growth  in  the  number 
of  women  who  are  having  babies  out  of  wedlock.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion about  that.  It  is  a  cultural  phenomenon.  It  seems  to  be  taking 
place  in  all  segments  of  society. 

Many  women  when  they  do  have  a  birth  out  of  wedlock  do  in  fact 
go  on  welfare,  and  indeed  of  course  you  can't  be  on  welfare  unless 
you  have  a  child  so  there  is  that  relationship.  But  I  think  that 
what  the  cause-and-effect  relationship  is  remains  very  much  un- 
clear, and  I  think  Director  Reischauer's  summary  of  the  evidence 
is  about  how  I  would  read  it,  too. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Well,  I  think  it  is  certainly  true  that — these  people 
that  are  on  welfare  aren't  stupid.  They  certainly  can  understand 
that  there  is  going  to  be  a  certain  amount  paid  for  them,  paid  to 
them  once  they  have  children,  which  makes  that  choice  of  having 
children  out  of  wedlock  a  lot  more  desirable  than  if  there  were  no 
payments  to  be  made.  In  fact,  that  is  the  whole  intention  of  us  try- 
ing to  make  them  more  comfortable  and  to  help  take  care  of  things. 

So  I  think  we  can  agree  with  that  on  that  statement;  is  that  not 
correct?  Dr.  Bane,  Dr.  Ellwood? 

Ms.  Bane.  Much  of  what  we  propose 

Mr.  Shaw.  You  sit  shaking  your  head  "yes"  and  then  I  ask  you 
to  verbalize. 

Ms.  Bane.  Much  of  what  we  do  in  the  bill  is  to  try  to  make  it 
clear  that  having  a  child  does  in  fact  carry  with  it  obligations,  obli- 
gations to  go  to  work,  obligations  to  identify  the  father  and  cooper- 
ate at  paternity  establishment,  obligations  for  the  father  to  pay 
child  support,  obligations  to  live  at  home  if  you  are  a  minor  moth- 
er, obligations  to  stay  in  school.  This  is  a  very  tough  set  of  provi- 
sions that  make  it  very  clear  that  being  a  parent  is  a  very  serious 
responsibility  and  not  one  that  you  should  take  for  the  purposes  of 
getting  a  very  small  check. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Now,  that  is  an  area  where  there  is  a  great  deal  of 
distinction  between  the  Republican  bill  and  the  administration's 
bill,  and  that  is  the  question  of  minors.  We  say  they  live  at  home 
but  we  do  not  pay  the  benefits  that  you  all  continue  to  pay.  And 
I  think  that  is  an  important  distinction. 

Under  the  administration  bill,  a  15-year-old  who  has  a  baby  out 
of  wedlock,  they  get  a  package  of  benefits  provided  they  live  at 
home.  That  package  includes  guaranteed  cash,  food  stamps,  medi- 
cal care.  It  is  a  package  that  I  understand  is  worth  up  to  $12,000 
a  year,  which  is  above  minimum  wage,  which  is  above  the  amount 
somebody  can  earn  on  minimum  wage. 

What  consideration  did  you  all  give  to  just  saying  that  teenage 
mothers,  these  young  people  who  are  having  babies,  simply  are  not 
going  to  receive  benefits? 

Ms.  Bane.  Well,  the  implication  of  the  requirement  that  minor 
mothers  live  at  home  is  that  in  most  cases  the  mother  and  the  baby 
are  part  of  the  larger  AFDC  case  and  so  the  only  additional  pay- 
ment that  the  mother  is  getting  if  she  is  a  minor  mother  living  at 
home,  is  the  small  additional  amount  for  the  child. 

You  know  in  this  area  as  in  so  many  areas  I  think  we  are  all 
trying  to  get  the  right  balance  between  sending  messages  about  pa- 
rental responsibility  and  not  abdicating  our  own  responsibilities  to 
care  for  needy  children  who  need  care  and  support.  We  think  the 
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requirements  for  minor  mothers  to  live  at  home  are  very  tough. 
The  benefit  structure  when  minor  mothers  Hve  at  home  provides  a 
very  small  increase  in  benefits  that  would  be  available  to  that 
mother,  but  we  do  think  it  is  important  that  there  be  available  to 
the  child  the  basic  necessities. 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  think  in  your  answer  is  these  benefits  are  reduced 
only  if  the  mother,  the  child's  grandmother  is  on  welfare;  is  that 
not  correct? 

Ms.  Baiste.  If  the  minor  mother  is  living  with  her  own  mother  and 
the  mother  is  not  on  welfare,  the  actual  rules  vary  a  bit  from  State 
to  State,  but  in  general  that  mother's  income  will  be  deemed  avail- 
able in  deciding  whether  or  not  the  minor  mother  and  her  child  are 
eligible  for  any  benefits  at  all.  So  it  is  very  much  a  case  where  the 
benefits  only  go  for  the  additional  child  to  needy  families. 

Mr.  Shaw.  OK  Thank  you. 

Just  one  other  comment.  You  know  we  keep  talking  about  the 
benefit  package  and  what  is  best  for  these  people  and  I  think  one 
thing  that  has  been  missing  from  this  hearing  and  one  that  I  am 
very  conscious  of  and  I  think  many  members  of  this  committee  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  are  very  conscious  of  and  that  is  how  we  are 
we  treating  the  taxpayer. 

I  mean,  the  taxpayers  are  getting — right  now  under  existing  law, 
are  getting  burdened  with  the  expense  of  all  of  this.  I  think  the 
taxpayers,  if  it  is  a  question  of  rehabilitation  as  contained  in  part 
in  all  these  bills  that  are  under  discussion  now,  that  certainly  will 
go  a  certain  ways,  but  I  think  that  we  need  to  think  about  the  ben- 
efit of  the  taxpayer. 

The  taxpayers  did  not  bring  these  children  into  the  world.  The 
taxpayers  really  should  not  have  any  direct  responsibility  for  rais- 
ing them.  Parenting  is  a  serious  thing.  We  must  have  paternal  as 
well  as  maternal  responsibilities,  and  these  are  areas  I  think  we 
really  need  to  hit  hard  on  and  give  the  taxpayer  a  little  relief  in 
the  process. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Shaw. 

Let  me  just  ask  another  question  here.  Obviously,  as  you  raised, 
Mr.  Shaw,  teen  pregnancy  is  a  major  issue.  I  mean  no  one  is  happy 
with  the  alarming  rate  of  teen  pregnancy  going  on.  The  issue  is 
whether  this  is  the  best  way  to  deal  with  it.  And  I  know  this  must 
be  provocative  for  some  people  because  it  may  be  kind  of  innova- 
tive. But  if  you  really  want  to  prevent  teen  pregnancy,  don't  you 
think  education  might  be  a  good  place  to  start?  Maybe  in  the  sixth 
or  seventh  grade,  why  not  try  to  address  this  issue  frontally  in- 
stead of  indirectly  by  sending  a  message?  Why  not  really  just  ad- 
dress it?  Couldn't  that  be,  or  is  that  too  difficult  to  sell  in  the  South 
or  in  some  other  areas? 

Ms.  Bane.  That  actually  is  a  good  part  of  the  reason.  Congress- 
man, why  we  have  the  grant  programs  to  help  schools  and  commu- 
nities do  the  kind  of  education  which  emphasizes  the  benefits  of  de- 
laying sexual  activity  and  the  benefits  of  delaying  pregnancy  and 
childbearing. 

What  we  have  tried  to  create  in  the  bill  is  a  consistent  package 
of  different  kinds  of  approaches,  both  education  and  requirements. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Well,  I  think 
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Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Yes,  sir. 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  think  there  are  just  a  couple  of  things  I  would  like 
to  read  into  the  record  regarding  the  point  that  you  just  raised.  Dr. 
Rebecca  Maynard,  who  is  one  of  the  widely  respected  experts  and 
has  conducted  these  research  programs,  summarized  that  the  evi- 
dence from  the  teenage  parent  demonstration  programs  she  con- 
ducted in  New  Jersey  and  Illinois  for  HHS,  and  this  is  a  quote,  "at- 
taining self-sufficiency  within  a  2-year  period  is  an  unrealistic  goal 
for  a  significant  number  of  welfare  parents,  particularly  teenage 
parents." 

And  Dr.  Judith  Gueron — I  hope  I  am  pronouncing  her  name  cor- 
rectly, G-U-E-R-0-N — who  is  president  of  the  largest  corporation 
conducting  welfare-to-work  programs,  was  quoted  by  the  New  York 
Times  as  saying  that  a  major  study  they  recently  completed  shows 
how  tough  it  is  to  work  with  the  young  mothers.  A  program  called 
new  chance  served  1,553  teens  in  10  States.  After  18  months  of  lav- 
ish education,  training,  work  experience,  counseling,  parenting,  and 
day  care  services,  young  mothers  who  received  the  services  were  no 
more  likely  to  be  off  welfare  or  in  a  job  than  in  a  similar  group  that 
received  no  services. 

I  think  there  is  no  question,  going  back  to  your  statement,  that 
abstinence  is  certainly  something.  I  don't  know  whether  it  can  be 
taught  or  not.  I  would  hope  so.  I  don't  know  that  the  word  absti- 
nence is  even  contained  in  the  administration  bill,  but  it  should  be 
involved  in  any  bill  that  comes  out  of  this  committee  of  the  Con- 
gress or  makes  its  way  to  the  President's  desk  for  signature. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Thank  you.  In  fact,  the  new  chance  study  is  a  very 
excellent  study  by  Judith  Gueron  and  I  would  urge  both  majority 
and  minority  members  to  look  at  it  because  it  does  go  into  some 
of  the  conclusions  of  on-the-job  training  programs  and  the  impact 
it  may  or  may  not  have  on  young  people.  I  think  that  is  an  excel- 
lent study. 

I  want  to  thank  Dr.  Bane,  Dr.  Ellwood  and  Mr.  Primus  and  oth- 
ers, Mr.  Wald  and  all  others,  who  were  here,  certainly  Mr.  Reed 
for  being  here  for  almost  5  hours,  4  hours  with  us  today.  We  appre- 
ciate it  very  much.  We  look  forward  to  continuing  this  somewhat 
informal  dialog. 

I  think  Chairman  Ford  is  right;  he  wants  us  to  be  a  little  more 
informal  in  our  discussions  so  we  can  actually  have  conversations. 
And  so  we  appreciate  your  being  here. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Yes,  sir.  I  would  like  to  ask  you  as  the  acting  chair- 
man if  we  could  have  a  certain  amount  of  time  to  submit  questions 
to  the  administration  to  have  written  answers  to  be  part  of  the 
record  of  this  hearing. 

Mr.  Matsui.  That  certainly  should  be  the  case  and  so  as  we  sub- 
mit questions  to  you,  if  you  could  be  kind  enough  to  respond,  we 
would  appreciate  it. 

We  want  to  thank  you  all  very  much.  We  look  forward  to  con- 
tinuing to  work  with  you.  Thank  you. 

The  meeting  is  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  5:02  p.m.,  the  hearing  was  adjourned.] 
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WEDNESDAY,  JULY  27,  1994 

House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10:05  a.m.,  in  room 
B-318,  Raybum  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Harold  E.  Ford  (chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Chairman  Ford.  Good  morning.  The  Subcommittee  on  Human 
Resources  will  come  to  order.  We  are  delighted  to  have  what  we 
call  Members  today. 

Today,  the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  holds  an  unusual 
hearing  with  Members  of  Congress,  only.  As  outlined  in  the  press 
release,  the  beginning  of  the  hearings  will  focus  on  sponsors  of  H.R. 
4767,  the  Family  Self-Sufficiency  Act,  as  introduced  by  the  ranking 
member  of  this  subcommittee,  Mr.  Matsui;  H.R.  3500,  the  Repub- 
lican welfare  reform  proposal;  and  H.R.  4414,  the  Mainstream  Fo- 
rum's welfare  reform  proposal.  After  testimony  on  these  bills,  I  will 
receive  testimony  from  some  of  my  other  distinguished  colleagues 
of  the  House  of  Representatives  who  have  requested  to  testify  be- 
fore the  subcommittee  today. 

President  Clinton  has  demonstrated  great  courage  by  initiating 
a  national  debate  on  welfare  reform.  I  applaud  him  and  his  staff 
for  their  effort  in  delivering  a  bill  to  Congress.  Now  it  is  up  to  Con- 
gress to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it.  This  task  will  not  be  easy  for 
members  of  this  subcommittee,  the  full  committee,  nor  Members  of 
the  House  of  Representatives.  While  we  agree  that  improvement 
must  be  made  to  the  welfare  system,  we  do  not  agree  on  all  of  the 
steps  necessary  to  achieve  this  goal.  This  is  obvious  by  the  number 
of  my  colleagues  who  will  be  appearing  today  on  behalf  of  other 
bills  with  different  approaches. 

I  want  to  appeal  to  my  colleagues  not  to  play  politics  with  the 
lives  of  children  who  are  at  risk.  We  also  should  not  engage  in  a 
blame  game.  We  are  all  responsible  and  must  look  to  each  other 
for  the  solutions  of  this  problem  with  the  welfare  population.  In 
doing  so,  the  focus  should  not  be  on  whose  bill  is  reported,  but  the 
effects  of  that  bill  on  the  children  and  families  throughout  this 
country  and  those  who  are  in  the  welfare  population. 

With  the  unprecedented  number  of  requests,  I  must  ask  my  col- 
leagues to  Hmit  their  testimony  to  5  minutes.  The  Hst  of  witnesses 
is  so  long,  it  exceeds  more  than  50  Members  of  the  House  of  Rep- 
resentatives. 
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I  am  very  happy  to  have  as  the  leadoff  witness,  Mr.  Matsui,  who 
is  the  ranking  Democrat  on  this  subcommittee.  He  is  one  who  has 
been  in  the  forefront  of  welfare  reform  and  one  who  has  been  act- 
ing chairman  of  this  subcommittee  in  the  past.  Also  my  colleague, 
Congresswoman  Barbara  Kennelly,  from  Connecticut.  I  have 
worked  closely  with  these  two  on  the  Family  Support  Act  of  1988. 
Both  are  members  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee. 

Mrs.  Kennelly  has  served  on  this  Human  Resources  Subcommit- 
tee, one  who  authored  and  spearheaded  the  Child  Support  Enforce- 
ment Act  of  1988.  I  am  very  happy  to  have  my  two  distinguished 
colleagues  of  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  and  receive  both  as 
members  of  this  subcommittee,  although  Barbara  is  not  on  in  this 
session  of  the  Congress,  but  she  will  be  back,  she  said. 

So  at  this  time  I  will  yield  to  my  colleague  from  California,  Mr. 
Matsui.  He  will  be  testifying  on  his  bill,  on  H.R.  4767.  Mr.  Matsui, 
you  are  recognized  at  this  time. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  T.  MATSUI,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Matsui.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  like 
to  thank  you  for  holding  these  hearings  and  commend  you  for  your 
strong  leadership  in  the  area  of  welfare  reform  and  children's  is- 
sues. You  have  been  a  leader  over  the  years  and  we  appreciate 
your  chairmanship  of  this  very  important  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  make  a  few  observations  and  then 
briefly  go  over  my  bill,  and  I  will  stay  within  the  time  limits. 

I  have  to  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  I  appeared  and  worked  with 
you  on  the  subcommittee  yesterday  when  the  administration  ap- 
peared as  witnesses.  I  am  going  to  reiterate  what  I  said  to  Mr. 
Ellwood  yesterday.  He  used  a  phrase,  a  "checkwriting  system,"  that 
the  welfare  system  in  America  today  is  a  "checkwriting  system."  He 
said  that  also  in  a  Los  Angeles  Times  interview  that  was  published 
recently.  I  would  like  to  see  him  go  before  a  group  of  senior  citizens 
and  refer  to  Social  Security  as  a  checkwriting  system, 

I  doubt  if  he  would  do  that,  because  that  would  obviously  be  po- 
litically incorrect.  And  I  am  very,  very  unhappy  when  that  kind  of 
rhetoric  is  used  by  top  level  administration  people,  particularly 
those  in  the  academic  community.  And  it  would  be  my  hope  that 
this  kind  of  rhetoric  stop,  because  the  impression  that  Mr.  Ellwood 
gives  when  he  uses  the  phrase  "checkwriting  system"  or  words  like 
it,  is  that  before  AFDC  came  into  existence,  everything  was  fine, 
that  we  didn't  have  poverty  in  America,  that  there  were  no  chil- 
dren in  need,  that  everybody  lived  like  Ozzie  and  Harriet.  And  I 
think  you  and  I  and  others  in  this  room  know  that  that  is  not  true. 

Before  AFDC,  we  did  have  significant  poverty.  And  young  chil- 
dren were  probably  worse  off  than  they  are  today  in  America,  even 
though  we  know  the  system  of  welfare  needs  to  be  fixed.  What  is 
also  very  interesting  is  the  three  major  issues  that  the  administra- 
tion talks  about,  time  limits,  family  caps,  and  the  phasein  for  those 
25  and  under — that  is,  those  bom  from  1971. 

None  of  those  proposals  have  any  research  to  support  the  claims. 
There  have  been  no  studies  saying  that  in  that  population  group, 
that  higher  wages  and  more  people  will  get  off  welfare.  No  research 
has  been  done  from  a  systematic  point  of  view. 
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But  those  are  the  three  major  areas  of  their  legislation,  even 
though  there  have  been  no  studies  to  back  it  up  except  anecdotes 
or  statements  like  "We  need  to  send  a  message."  And  I  don't  think 
we  should  play  around  with  children  and  women  in  need  by  just 
talking  about  sending  a  message.  The  political  system  is  too  good 
for  that;  and  I  think  it  is  very,  very  important  that  we,  as  legisla- 
tors, look  upon  this  matter  very  objectively. 

What  is  very  interesting  is  that  the  welfare  system  isn't  a  drain 
on  the  American  public.  In  fact,  as  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  in 
terms  of  food  stamps  and  AFDC  benefits,  the  Federal  Government 
spends  on  an  annual  basis — only  2.4  percent  of  all  the  total  $1.6 
trillion  that  the  Federal  Government  spends. 

I  would  like  to  make  another  observation.  Very  little  real  study, 
in  my  opinion,  has  gone  into  the  administration's  proposal  in  this 
entire  debate.  Mr.  Ellwood  passed  out  a  chart  for  all  of  us  to  look 
at,  I  believe  it  was  in  July  of  last  year.  It  shows  that  in  the  first 
12  months,  55.9  percent  of  these  families  go  off  welfare.  And  it  also 
shows  that  in  the  first  24  months,  70  percent  are  off  welfare.  In 
fact,  the  welfare  population  that  is  the  chronic  welfare  population 
is  about  10  to  15  percent  of  the  total  population.  And  that  is  who 
we  are  attacking  now,  but  we  should  be  talking  about  the  85  per- 
cent that  want  to  get  off  welfare  and  that  need  help;  and  probably 
throughout  history  we  have  had  15  percent  of  the  welfare-type  pop- 
ulation that  was  never  really  going  to  join  the  work  force  because 
of  job  problems  or  because  of  childhood  or  for  whatever  reason. 

And  so  we  should  focus  on  the  real  issue,  how  do  we  take  care 
of  those  85  percent  that  could  get  off  welfare? 

What  is  very  interesting,  statistically,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  of 
those  45  or  55  percent  that  go  off  welfare  in  their  first  12  months, 
77  percent  go  back  on  the  welfare  system  at  some  time  later  on. 
Of  the  55  percent  that  go  off  welfare  in  the  first  12  months,  77  per- 
cent go  back  on.  That  is  the  issue  we  should  be  looking  at.  The  ad- 
ministration's bill  does  not  even  refer  to  that  issue. 

My  bill  does  deal  with  that  issue,  because  10  percent  of  the 
JOBS  money  must  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  job  retention  and  job 
creation.  But  I  might  just  point  out  that  one  of  the  reasons  why, 
anecdotally,  77  percent  go  back  on  the  welfare  system,  Mr.  Chair- 
man, is  because  once  AFDC  benefits  expire,  Medicaid  coverage  only 
continues  for  another  12  months.  The  child  care  benefits  only  last 
for  12  months  after  a  person  goes  off  AFDC.  It  is  no  wonder  that 
a  woman  who  loses  health  care  benefits  and  child  care  benefits, 
once  she  goes  into  the  work  force  after  12  months,  would  find  her 
way  back  into  the  welfare  system,  because  it  would  make  more 
sense  to  go  back  onto  welfare  than  to  stay  in  the  job. 

Those  are  the  issues  we  should  be  looking  at.  We  should  be 
building  off  of  the  1988  Family  Support  Act;  that  is  what  we  should 
be  doing,  instead  of  the  hot  rhetoric  coming  out  of  Health  and 
Human  Services. 

I  can't  go  into  my  bill  because  time  has  run  out,  but  I  certainly 
look  forward  to  working  with  you  on  this  issue  as  we  proceed 
ahead,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF 

THE  HONORABLE  ROBERT  T.  MATSUI 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

JULY  27,  1994 

I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  the  opportunity  today 
to  discuss  H.R.  4767,  the  Family  Self  Sufficiency  Act. 

In  considering  welfare  reform  I  think  we  must  keep  several 
important  principles  in  mind  to  guide  the  process.   The  most 
important  of  which  is  that  we  must  never  forget  that  the  intent 
of  AFDC  is  to  keep  children  out  of  poverty.   It  seems  that  many 
of  the  proposals  that  have  been  put  forth  have  forgotten  this 
goal  and  I  think  we  fail  our  most  needy  and  vulnerable  if  we 
don't  reconsider  the  original  goal  of  the  AFDC  program  when  we 
discuss  welfare  reform. 

The  second  principle  is  that,  as  legislators,  we  must  be 
realistic  about  what  we  can  expect  to  be  achieved  through  welfare 
reform.   We  must  be  very  honest  with  ourselves  and  with  the 
American  people  about  the  costs  of  those  achievements. 

The  Family  Support  Act  was  passed  in  1988  with  a  promise  of 
improved  education  and  training  for  women  on  AFDC  and  a  promise 
of  moving  people  off  welfare.   In  enacting  the  Family  Support  Act 
we  expanded  requirements  for  states  and  raised  public 
expectations,  but  provided  inadequate  financing  to  reach  the 
stated  goals  of  the  law.   If  we  are  going  to  make  a  grand  promise 
to  the  states  and  to  families  on  AFDC,  Congress  had  better  be 
willing  to  vote  for  the  financing  necessary  to  fulfill  that 
promise.   This  financing  should  not  disadvantage  those  who  we  are 
purporting  to  help.   It  is  my  hope  that  we  have  learned  from  the 
mistakes  made  when  passing  the  Family  Support  Act.   Congress  can 
not  promise  families  on  AFDC  the  world;  rather  we  must  be 
realistic  and  promise  a  new  opportunity  with  the  support 
necessary  to  take  advantage  of  this  chance. 

I  introduced  H.R.  4767  because  I  think  it  is  the  best 
blueprint  for  meeting  these  challenges.   We  should  allow  states 
the  flexibility  to  provide  education  or  training  programs  that 
fit  the  needs  of  individual  recipients.   We  should  allow 
individuals  the  opportunity  to  complete  and  education  or  training 
program  and  move  into  a  job  on  an  individualized  basis,  rather 
than  based  on  a  arbitrary  time  limit.   Just  as  all  of  us  are  not 
alike  and  do  not  move  forward  at  the  same  speed,  neither  are 
mothers  on  AFDC  alike. 

I  truly  do  not  believe  that  the  majority  of  poor  families 
choose  to  live  on  AFDC  because  they  would  rather  take  government 
assistance  than  help  themselves.  What  I  do  believe  is  that  they 
face  often  unbeatable  odds  against  success.  Child  care  programs 
are  underfunded  and  often  unavailable.  Health  benefits  and 
transportation  assistance  that  make  it  possible  to  work  are  lost 
shortly  after  a  family  leaves  the  program. 

Much  of  what  President  Clinton  has  proposed  is  a  step  in  the 
right  direction,  and  for  that  reason  H.R.  4767  mirrors  much  of 
the  President's  plan.   There  is  much  to  said  for  building  upon 
the  JOBS  program,  increasing  funds  for  child  care,  and 
emphasizing  improved  child  support  enforcement.   Unfortunately,  I 
also  disagree  with  some  of  the  major  tenets  of  what  is  put  forth 
in  the  President's  plan,  such  as  the  time  limits  and  the  family 
cap. 

I  introduced  H.R.  4767  to  expand,  and  hopefully  enhance,  the 
welfare  reform  debate.   I  do  not  believe  that  the  voices  of  those 
affected  most  by  the  pending  legislation  —  children  and  their 
families  --  are  being  heard.   Welfare  reform  impacts  too  many 
people's  lives  in  a  very  immediate  and  significant  way  for  us  not 
to  have  an  honest,  thorough,  and  thoughtful  discussion  of  how 
best  to  improve  the  opportunities  for  those  on  A'l^DC. 
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H.R.  4767  would  not  limit  the  amount  of  time  that  states  may 
have  recipients  enrolled  in  the  JOBS  program,  but  rather  would 
provide  states  the  flexibility  to  determine  what  is  best  for  the 
individual  families  it  serves.   H.R.  4767  builds  upon  the  promise 
of  the  Family  Support  Act,  which  is  education  and  training  for 
AFDC  recipients  so  they  can  obtain  a  job  that  will  support  their 
family.   There  have  been  important  lessons  learned  through  the 
current  JOBS  program.   In  those  areas  where  an  investment  was 
made  to  help  AFDC  families,  there  has  been  success. 

In  Riverside  County,  California,  where  they  have  placed  a 
strong  emphasis  on  training  and  job  placement,  they  have  been 
successful  in  improving  both  the  employment  and  earnings 
potential  of  AFDC  recipients.   I  think  this  and  other  successful 
programs  around  the  country  should  serve  as  a  model  of  what  can 
be  achieved  if  the  JOBS  program  is  funded  and  implemented  as  it 
was  meant  to  be.   I  also  want  to  point  out  that  even  in  Riverside 
County,  which  is  one  of  the  most  successful  JOBS  programs  in 
operation,  one  half  of  the  recipients  were  still  receiving  full 
or  partial  AFDC  benefits  after  having  been  enrolled  in  the 
program  for  two  years. 

H.R.  4767  strengthens  requirements  that  those  AFDC 
recipients  who  are  able  to  join  the  work  force  do  so.   The 
difference  between  this  work  requirement  and  what  the  President 
proposes  is  that  states  would  be  able  to  decide  when  a  parent  is 
ready  to  work  --  whether  it  is  in  six  months  or  36  months  — 
rather  than  employment  being  prescribed  by  a  rigid  timetable. 

The  Family  Self  Sufficiency  Act  would  increase  JOBS  funding 
to  a  level  of  $3.7  billion  by  FY  1999.   In  return  for  increased 
funds  and  a  larger  share  of  federal  dollars,  states  would  be 
required  to  increase  dramatically  their  participation  rates. 
Currently  states  must  have  15  percent  of  their  non-exempt  AFDC 
caseload  enrolled  in  JOBS.   H.R.  4767  would  bring  this  number  up 
to  50  percent  by  1999  and  would,  for  the  first  time,  require 
states  to  have  at  least  half  of  these  participants  engaged  in 
work.   This  significant  increase  in  participation  and  work 
mandates  will  go  a  long  way  toward  changing  welfare  into  a  more 
work-focused  system. 

The  work  requirement  could  take  the  form  of  private  sector 
employment,  on-the-job-training,  subsidized  employment,  self- 
employment  or,  if  necessary,  a  publicly-created  job.   The  Family 
Self  Sufficiency  Act  also  would  put  an  emphasis  on  job  placement, 
development,  and  retention  by  requiring  states  to  invest  a 
minimum  of  10  percent  of  their  JOBS  funds  in  these  activities. 
This  investment  is  critical  if  we  are  to  help  the  families  who 
move  off  AFDC  stay  off  the  program  and  in  the  work  force. 

H.R.  4767  also  would  remove  many  of  the  current 
disincentives  to  work,  to  marry,  and  to  save.   For  example,  the 
earnings  disregards  would  be  changed  to  allow  families  on  AFDC  to 
keep  more  of  what  they  earn;  financial  penalties  against  parents 
marrying  would  be  removed;  and  limits  on  the  amount  of  assets  a 
family  may  accumulate  to  save  for  a  home  or  an  education  would  be 
increased. 

Child  care  is  a  key  component  of  this  debate,  both  with 
regard  to  the  financing  and  the  quality  of  care.   If  we  are  to 
make  real  the  promise  of  independence,  we  must  ensure  that  there 
is  a  safe  place  for  children  to  go  while  their  parents  are  at 
•..•crk.   H.R.  4767  would  not  only  increase  funds  available  to 
states  for  the  AFDC  and  Transitional  Child  Care  programs,  but 
vculd  invest  an  additional  $5  billion  over  the  next  five  in  the 
At-Risk  Child  Care  progran,  which  is  designed  to  help  low-income 
fa-iliss  stay  in  the  work  force  and  off  AFDC. 

The  bill  would  make  investments  to  improve  the  quality  and 
infrastructure  of  child  care  services  to  ensure  that  the  services 
a-.-2ilabie  to  iQ-.v-incor.e  far.il  ies  are  safe  and  accessible.   States 
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also  would  be  required  to  ensure  that  the  provision  of  child  care 
services,  as  a  family  moves  from  JOBS  to  employment  and  off  AFDC, 
is  continuous  so  as  to  avoid  any  disruption  to  the  parents  or 
their  children. 

With  regard  to  child  support  enforcement,  H.R.  4767 
incorporated  many  of  the  same  improvements  as  are  in  the 
President's  proposal.   I  believe  he  sets  the  right  tone  in 
placing  an  emphasis  on  parental  responsibility  in  this  area. 

Finally,  I  want  to  spend  a  moment  on  the  issue  of  teen 
parents.   While  teen  parents  make  up  a  small  part  of  the  nation's 
AFDC  caseload,  they  tend  to  remain  dependent  on  AFDC  much  longer 
than  do  parents  who  become  eligible  when  they  are  older.   I  think 
the  Administration  is  entirely  correct  in  focusing  on  the  needs 
of  young  parents  in  their  bill.   While  H.R.  4767  provides  states 
greater  flexibility  to  target  JOBS  program  services,  it  does  put 
into  place  a  requirement  that  states  serve  all  teen  parents  in  a 
targeted  and  comprehensive  way. 

H.R.  4767  would  invest  significant  resources  in  programs 
designed  to  target  teen  parents  and  provide  intensive  case 
management  services,  child  care,  and  other  supportive  services. 
Teens  would  be  required  to  live  with  their  families,  except  under 
certain  circumstances.   States  would  have  to  put  into  place 
programs  designed  to  keep  pregnant  and  parenting  teens  in  school, 
employing  a  system  of  bonuses  to  reward  teens  who  stay  in  school 
and  sanctions  for  those  who  fail  to  attend.   In  an  effort  to  keep 
low-income  teens  who  are  not  on  AFDC  in  school,  states  would  have 
the  option  to  provide  both  child  care  and  case  management  to 
these  youths  to  prevent  their  moving  onto  AFDC. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  the 
rest  of  the  Subcommittee  members  on  this  very  important  issue.   I 
think  the  upcoming  hearing  process  will  provide  us  with  an 
opportunity  to  have  a  good  discussion  of  how  best  to  change  the 
nation's  welfare  programs  to  help,  rather  than  to  hinder,  the 
efforts  of  families  to  move  from  welfare  to  work. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  would  yield  to  the  oth- 
ers, but  since  Mr.  Matsui  is  on  this  panel,  let  me  just  raise  one 
question  to  him,  so  he  can  maybe  come  back  to  his  seat  on  the 
panel. 

Bob,  how  do  you  see  working  the  language  out  on  the  2-year  time 
limit?  On  that  provision  of  the  bill,  whether  we  work  it  out  or  not 
on  this  particular  subcommittee,  there  has  been  a  lot  of  talk,  and 
in  all  of  the  bills  there  is  a  2-year  time  limit.  And  I  know  that  your 
bill  addressed  that  particular  problem  that  exists  in  all  of  the  dif- 
ferent bills  before  the  Congress. 

What  do  we  do  as  it  relates  to  the  rhetoric  that  we  have  heard 
over  and  over  and  over  in  all  political  campaigns  in  reference  to  the 
2-year  time  limit? 

I  am  not  opposed  to  working  out,  or  looking  to  see  how  we  could 
craft  something  that  will,  in  fact,  address  what  we  are  trying  to  ad- 
dress in  moving  people  off  of  welfare  and  to  the  work  force. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  question  because  I 
understand  the  political  implications. 

As  Dr.  Ellwood  and  Dr.  Bane  mentioned  yesterday,  they  have 
nothing  to  support  the  2-year  time  limit.  That  is,  nothing  to  sup- 
port the  fact  that  it  might  help  welfare  recipients,  it  might  get  peo- 
ple off  AFDC  sooner  or  it  might  result  in  higher  wages.  They  admit 
that.  There  are  no  studies  or  no  research  to  indicate  that  this  helps 
move  people  off  welfare.  But  I  understand  the  politics  of  it. 

This  has  become  a  political  debate,  not  a  substantive  debate.  And 
I  would  be  very,  very  happy  to  work  with  the  Chairman  on  this. 

The  administration's  problem  is  that  they  have  a  2-year  time 
limit.  They  exempt  women  who  are  disabled,  children  who  are  dis- 
abled, and  women  who  have  children  1  year  old  and  younger,  al- 
though if  you  have  a  second  child,  then  they  only  offer  3  months. 
And  they  do  create  a  10-percent  exemption  for  good  cause. 

The  problem  with  the  administration's  proposal,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  that  if  a  State  reaches  the  10-percent  cap,  we  all  know  that  if 
a  woman  wants  to  go  to  community  college  and  she  is  24  years  old, 
it  may  take  her  a  little  longer  than  the  normal  2  years.  And 
you 

Chairman  Ford.  When  you  say  "expand  work  activities,"  what  do 
you  mean  in  your  bill?  What  are  you  actually  saying? 

Mr.  Matsui.  What  we  would  want  to  do  is  monitor  the  woman 
once  she  goes  into  the  work  force.  Ten  percent  of  the  JOBS  money, 
the  $3.3  billion  which  would  be  hopefully  spent  at  the  end  of  1999, 
10  percent  of  that  would  be  used  for  job  creation  and  retention,  fol- 
lowing up  with  the  woman,  making  sure  that  she  will  have  her  op- 
portunities. 

Now  I  will  tell  you  also,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  unless  we  have 
health  care  and  these  people  have  permanent  health  care,  not  just 
12  months,  and  unless  we  have  adequate  day  care,  I  would  imagine 
many  of  these  people  will  go  back  on  the  welfare  system. 

Chairman  Ford.  Bob,  I  am  not  pressing  you,  I  am  just  trying  to 
get  it  for  the  record,  because  you  go  on  in  your  bill.  You  are  in- 
creasing Federal  funding  for  the  job  opportunities  and  basic  skills 
program.  Are  you  increasing  that  dollar  amount  of  the  revenue 
that  the  administration  has  placed  in  this  bill? 
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Mr.  Matsui.  We  do  have  more  revenues  than  the  administration, 
more  spending  that  would  go  into  the  JOBS  program. 

Chairman  Ford.  How  much  more? 

Mr.  Matsui.  We  have  $3.3  bilHon.  I  don't  know  what  the  admin- 
istration's is. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  is  in  the  administration's  bill?  Why 
doesn't  someone  stay  here,  so  we  can  refer  to  the  administration 
in  case  we  need  an  answer  to  some  of  the  questions  on  these  is- 
sues. 

Mr.  Primus.  It  is  $750  million  in  the  first  year,  going  up  to  $900 
million  more  in  the  JOBS  program. 

Chairman  Ford.  By  $1.6  billion  a  year. 

Mr.  Matsui.  Ours  is  $3.3  billion  by  1999. 

Chairman  Ford.  OK  Thank  you,  Mr.  Matsui.  I  am  going  to  let 
you  come  back. 

Mrs.  Kennelly. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BARBARA  B.  KENNELLY,  A  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CONP^CTICUT 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  Thank  you.  Chairman  Ford.  And  as  you  know 
and  I  know,  we  have  worked  together  on  this  for  a  number  of 
years.  I  have  testified  before  this  committee  previously  in  this  ses- 
sion about  my  child  support  enforcement  bill,  but  I  did  want  to  join 
you  today.  It  has  become  even  more  important  in  the  past  year.  I 
have  submitted  my  full  testimony,  but  I  would  just  like  to  make 
a  few  remarks. 

It  is  a  very  basic  fact  that  it  takes  two  people  to  have  a  child; 
it  often  takes  those  same  two  people  to  provide  for  the  needs  of  this 
child.  And  I  also  would  like  to  make  the  point  that  I  worked  on  this 
for  a  great  number  of  years;  and  I  know  that  there  are  many  fa- 
thers in  this  country  that  do  provide  and  show  their  love  for  their 
children  by  supporting  them  even  though  they  are  the  noncustodial 
parent.  This  attempt  to  improve  child  support  enforcement  is  in  no 
way,  shape  or  form  meant  to  make  fathers  scapegoats. 

But  the  fact  of  the  matter  is,  the  child  is  our  first  and  foremost 
concern  and  should  be  also  the  concern  of  the  responsible  parents. 
Therefore  I  am  urging,  as  many  of  my  fellow — fellow,  that  is  inter- 
esting; as  many  of  the  women  in  the  Women's  Caucus  are  urging, 
that  we  look  at  many  of  the  programs  in  the  States,  new  mechani- 
cal enforcement  measures  that  do  work. 

These  are  very  serious,  they  are  very  swift,  and  they  immediately 
get  the  attention  of  the  person  not  paying  child  support.  These  are 
such  moves  as  to  block  driver's  licensing;  a  person  is  not  able  to 
get  a  driver's  license  if  they  owe  child  support.  This  is  serious. 

We  also  suggest,  and  I  suggest  in  my  bill,  that  even  a  business 
license  is  not  available,  and  that  goes  to  the  very  heart  of  some- 
body's livelihood,  if  they  owe  child  support. 

You  know,  Mr.  Ford,  I  was  appointed  by  the  Speaker  to  the  U.S. 
Commission  on  Interstate  Child  Support  and  in  my  bill  I  have 
many,  manv  of  their  suggestions  for  State  cooperation  in  enforcing 
interstate  cnild  support.  However,  as  you  go  on  with  all  these  new 
ideas,  and  some  old  that  haven't  been  able  to  be  put  into  place,  we 
know  we  are  addressing  only  half  the  problem,  because  4  out  of  10 
single  mothers  do  not  have  child  support  orders.  And  that  gets  into 
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the  whole  fact  that  milhons  of  women — usually  women — ^have  no 
legal  claim  for  child  support. 

And  so  that  gets  into  the  virtual  abandonment  of  the  child,  left 
to  the  single  parent.  And  that  always  gets  back  to  paternity.  We 
have  to  put  an  emphasis  on  the  establishment  of  paternity;  and  as 
the  Women's  Caucus,  and  also  my  bill  suggests,  try  things  that 
have  worked  in  the  States.  We  can  go  right  to  the  hospital  because 
we  know  the  father  often  does  show  up  at  the  time  of  the  birth  to 
establish  paternity.  Also  we  can  put  a  Social  Security  number  on 
the  birth  certificate;  we  can  put  the  Social  Security  numbers  that 
are  important  on  the  divorce  decree,  so  that  when  the  pertinent  in- 
formation is  needed  for  child  support  enforcement,  that  information 
can  be  obtained. 

I  am  not  going  to  take  further  time  because  I  know  there  are  so 
many  others  that  want  to  testify.  But  child  support  enforcement  is 
such  an  integral  part  of  welfare  reform.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  you 
and  I  feel  the  same  about  this.  We  must  get  on  with  this,  with 
child  support  enforcement,  with  welfare  reform;  and  I  offer  any 
services  as  a  member  of  this  committee  to  make  sure  that  we  can 
do  what  we  have  to  do  for  the  children  of  America. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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The  Honorable  Barbara  B.  Kennel ly 

Testimony  before  the  Ways  and  Means 

Subconunittee  on  Human  Resources 

July  27,  1994 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  subcommittee  members,  for  the 
opportunity  to  testify  this  morning  on  a  issue  that  I  have  worked 
on  for  a  long  time  and  that  I  believe  is  an  important  part  of 
welfare  reform  --  strengthening  our  child  support  system. 

Let  me  begin  by  pointing  out  that  it  takes  two  people  to 
have  a  child.   Children  need  and  deserve  the  emotional  and 
financial  support  of  both  their  parents. 

Let  me  also  note  that  many  children  who  do  not  live  with 
both  parents  do  receive  this  support.   For  all  the  sloganeering 
about  "deadbeat  dads,"  half  of  all  fathers  with  child  support 
orders  do  pay  their  required  child  support  in  full.   These 
fathers  do  not  live  with  their  children,  but  they  do  show  their 
love  by  providing  for  them.   I  fully  understand  the  concerns  of 
some  that  non-custodial  fathers  are  being  made  scapegoats  in  the 
debate  over  child  support. 

Nonetheless,  the  fact  remains:   a  child  is,  first  and 
foremost,  the  responsibility  of  his  or  her  parents.   We  must  do 
more  to  ensure  that  parents  live  up  to  this  responsibility. 

So,  with  my  colleagues  from  the  Caucus  on  Women's  Issues,  I 
am  urging  the  use  of  new  enforcement  techniques  that  have  proven 
effective  at  the  state  level.  These  new  measures  are  strict  and 
swift.   They  range  from  blocking  renewal  of  drivers  and  business 
licenses  to  charging  interest  to  greatly  improving  interstate 
cooperation  in  collecting  support. 

Such  efforts,  however,  will  help  solve  only  half  the 
problem,  for  only  about  half  the  single  parents  in  America  have 
child  support  orders.   Put  another  way,  out  of  every  10  single 
mothers,  there  are  4  with  no  child  support  order  at  all.   We  do 
not  have  accurate  data  on  the  percentage  of  custodial  fathers  who 
have  support  awards.   That  means  millions  of  parents  have  no 
legal  claim  for  support  upon  the  non-custodial  parent.   This  may 
or  may  not  be  the  result  of  virtual  abandonment  of  the  child  by 
one  parent,  but  it  happens  when  there  is  failure  to  establish 
paternity,  or  to  locate  one  parent,  or  to  get  a  court  order  of 
support.   This  is  an  absolutely  essential  area  to  be  addressed  if 
we  are  going  to  improve  the  economic  well-being  of  single  parent 
families,  and  prevent  many  of  them  from  going  on  welfare. 

My  legislation  and  that  proposed  by  the  Caucus  on  Women's 
Issues  would  both  make  real  strides  in  this  effort.   Greatly 
improved  paternity  establishment  is  an  absolute  must.   Placing 
Social  Security  numbers  of  parents  on  birth  certificates  and 
divorce  decrees  will  ensure  that  this  critical  piece  of 
information  is  available  when  needed.   An  enhanced  federal  parent 
locator  and  W-4  reporting  will  make  it  easier  to  stay  informed 
about  the  whereabouts  of  parents  and  about  their  earnings. 

Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  as  you  take  on  the 
controversial  and  contentious  issue  of  welfare  reform,  remember 
that  in  the  area  of  child  support,  there  is  overall  consensus. 
Yes,  there  are  some  differences  in  the  various  bills  before  you. 
Nonetheless,  I  am  confident  that  you  can  craft  a  child  support 
section  that  we  will  all  be  able  to  stand  behind.   I  am  ready  and 
willing  to  assist  you  in  any  way  I  can.   My  thanks  again  to  the 
Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee  for  the  opportunity  to 
appear  before  you. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mrs.  Kennelly. 

I  am  going  to  release  Members  as  they  finish  their  testimony, 
rather  than  just  waiting  on  the  panel.  But  Mrs.  Kennelly,  we  hear 
now  that  there  is  a  movement  here  among  our  colleagues  in  the 
Congress,  who  indicated  that  if  something  should  happen  to  wel- 
fare reform  that  would  stall  it  in  the  committee  before  we  adjourn 
this  session  for  the  year,  that  we  might  consider  moving  child  sup- 
port enforcement  ahead  of  welfare,  separating  it  from  the  welfare 
package.  Is  that  a  recommendation  that  you  suggest? 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  Well,  interestingly  enough,  Mr.  Ford,  when  I 
testified  before  this  committee  1  year  ago,  that  was  my  suggestion. 
And  you  and  I  had  a  go-around  about  that.  As  you  know,  I  have 
worked  on  this,  the  1984  amendments  and  then  the  1988  amend- 
ments, which  we,  as  Bob  Matsui  said,  we  should  build  on.  And  I 
think  you  have  to  look  at  this  from  a  couple  of  angles. 

Yes,  of  course,  I  want  to  move  ahead  on  child  support  enforce- 
ment. But  in  that  regard,  I  do  not  think  we  should  forget  the  tie- 
in  with  child  support  enforcement  and  welfare  reform  and  be  very, 
very  careful  whether  we  detach  the  two,  because  there  are  pay- 
ments that  come  out  of  child  support  enforcement  that  could  be 
part  of  the  welfare  reform  bill. 

What  is  my  basic  and  main  concern  in  these  pieces  of  legislation, 
whether  together  or  single,  is  the  children  of  America.  And,  yes,  I 
would  love  to  go  ahead  with  child  support  enforcement  first. 

Of  course,  I  want  to  do  welfare  reform,  the  country  wants  to  do 
welfare  reform.  But  you  and  I  and  Mr.  Matsui  and  so  many  others 
are  so  tied  up  in  health  care  reform  at  this  very  moment,  trying 
to  pass  a  good  bill. 

We  already  have  the  earned  income  tax  credit,  a  piece  of  taking 
care  of  the  children  of  America  so  they  don't  have  to  live  in  poverty. 
Then  the  second  thing,  as  Bob  refers,  must  be  health  care  reform, 
so  a  woman,  in  fact,  can  go  to  work  and  stay  at  work  and  not  worry 
about  her  health  care. 

I  am  very,  very  committed  to  make  sure  that  we  do  health  care 
and  then  have  welfare  reform  and  child  support  enforcement.  If  we 
try  to  do  a  half-baked  welfare  reform,  or  child  support  enforcement 
effort,  and  then  don't  have  the  right  health  care  reform  bill  in  place 
next  to  it,  I  get  concerned.  And  yet  yesterday  I  know  that  we  met 
with  Mr.  Gibbons  and  he  said  he  is  going  to  make  every  effort  to 
do  welfare  reform  and  child  support  enforcement;  and  of  course,  he, 
the  chairman  of  the  committee,  and  you,  the  chairman  of  the  sub- 
committee, are  going  to  have  to  use  your  best  efforts  to  move  this 
forward.  I  only  beg  of  you,  as  you 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  the  Chairman  is  suggesting  that  we  sepa- 
rate the  two. 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  I  think  it  is  possible,  Mr.  Ford,  to  do  that.  I  real- 
ly think  it  is  possible  to  do  it. 

Chairman  FoRD.  To  let  child  support  enforcement  run  ahead  on 
the  track  and  bring  welfare  later? 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  We  could  do  it. 

What  I  am  saying  to  you  is,  we  have  got  to  make  sure  we  do  it 
right,  if  we  do  it.  There  is  a  possibility  of  doing  it  wrong,  and  then 
we  shouldn't  do  it.  And  I  am  fearful  of  a  welfare  reform  bill  that 
is  just  a  punitive  bill,  if  we  do  it  too  quickly;  and  then  if  we  do  the 
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child  support  enforcement  just  as  a  piece,  without  a  good  welfare 
reform  bill,  I  think  next  year  we  could  come  back  and  be  in  a  lot 
of  trouble. 

So  your  fine  mind  and  the  Chairman's  fine  mind  and  Mr.  Mat- 
sui's  fine  mind  are  going  to  have  to  sort  this  out. 

But  I  don't  think  you  do  things  just  to  do  them.  I  think  when 
you  pass  legislation,  you  pass  it  to  have  good  legislation. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  would  like  to  follow  up  on  this. 

I  appreciate  your  comments,  Representative  Kennelly;  and  I 
think  you  agree  with  what  Mr.  Ford  and  I  are  suggesting,  that  de- 
coupling welfare  reform  and  child  support  enforcement  is  poten- 
tially dangerous. 

I  suppose  we  could  do  it,  but  you  would  prefer  not  to  do  it? 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  Would  the  gentleman  yield? 

Mr.  Matsul  Yes. 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  I  was  here  a  year  ago  suggesting  that  very 
thing.  I  wanted  to  do  that.  What  I  am  worried  about  now  is  a  time 
crunch  of  doing  health  care  reform  and  having  the  short  number 
of  weeks  we  have  left. 

Mr.  Matsul  Right.  It  would  be  my  concern,  I  think  shared  by 
all  of  us  here,  that  we  could  end  up  with  the  worst  of  all  worlds. 
You  could  send  a  child  support  enforcement  bill  over  to  the  Senate 
and  they  could  take  up  child  support  enforcement,  but  also  they 
could  put  welfare  reform  in  the  package;  and  we  could  end  up  in 
a  late  October  House-Senate  conference  without  a  House  bill,  and 
with  only  the  Senate  bill,  which  could  be  very,  very  punitive,  one 
that  we  don't  even — can't  even  imagine  now. 

One  of  the  problems  is  that 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Matsui,  for  candidly  stating  my 
worry. 

Mr.  Matsul  Right,  I  think  that  is  exactly  what  our  worry  is.  And 
one  of  the  concerns  I  have  is  that  HHS,  there  are  a  lot  of  people 
that  are  in  the  academic  world,  they  haven't  had  experience  in 
Washington.  They  need  to  know  that  this  is  a  very,  very  dangerous 
game  that  they  are  playing,  by  making  public  statements  that  sug- 
gest that  we  should  move  ahead  in  some  of  these  areas. 

So  I  appreciate  your  testimony  on  this. 

Mrs.  Kennelly.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Matsui. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Ford. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Jacobs,  you  are  recognized. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ANDY  JACOBS,  JR.,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Mr.  Jacobs.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  FORD.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Jacobs,  a  member  of  this  full 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means;  so  is  Mr.  Neal.  Thank  you  very 
much  for  appearing  today. 

Mr.  Jacobs.  Thank  you. 

I  have  two  substantive  points  I  want  to  touch  on,  but  first  I 
would  like  to  compliment  the  gentleman  from  California  and  his 
testimony,    his    reference    to    'cheap-shot    rhetoric,"    namely    the 
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thought  that  women  have  children  to  make  money  from  welfare.  It 
is  a  very  poor  investment;  it  is  not  a  moneymaker  at  all. 

I  was  at  a  birthday  party  given  by  my  mother  a  couple  of  years 
ago  for  me,  and  I  mentioned  one  of  my  favorite  movie  lines,  "I 
would  be  money  ahead  if  I  had  never  been  born."  And  she  quietly 
trumped  me  by  saying,  so  would  we.  So  I  think  you  make  that — 
I  think  it  is  important  to  make  that  point. 

I  just  want  to  say  one  word  on  support  enforcement,  and  I  incor- 
porate, or  rather  endorse  what  the  lady  from  Connecticut  said, 
every  word  of  it.  She  has  been  the  stellar  performer  of  this  in  the 
Congress. 

Forty-five  years  ago  my  father  introduced  in  Congress  the  first 
enforcement  bill.  He  called  it  the  "runaway  pappy  bill."  And  he  had 
a  very  good  idea,  which  has  been  largely  ignored  through  half  a 
century.  And  I  think  it  ought  to  be  considered;  it  is  a  judiciary  mat- 
ter, I  think,  but  it  should  be  recognized. 

Sometimes  there  are  very  simple  approaches  to  things  that  are 
the  most  often  overlooked.  In  the  first  judiciary  act  passed  by  the 
first  Congress,  the  States  of  the  Union  were  empowered  to  enforce 
civil  rights  of  the  Federal  Grovernment,  established  by  law.  They 
were  prohibited  from  enforcing  criminal  statutes  of  the  Federal 
Government. 

Building  on  that,  my  father  proposed  and  I  endorse  that  the  U.S. 
Congress  simply  pass  a  statute  declaring  that  it  is  a  civil  right  of 
every  minor  child  in  this  country  to  be  supported  by  his  or  her  par- 
ents. That  would  immediately  empower  the  States  to  have  what  we 
would  normally  call  extraterritorial  jurisdiction  to  enforce  foreign 
support  orders,  that  is  to  say,  interstate. 

We  have  gone  through  years  and  years  of  interstate  compacts 
and  all  kinds  of  complicated  legal  arrangements  to  get  to  that 
point.  There  is  no  reason  why  that  simple  thing  could  not  be  done 
to  solve  a  big  part  of  this  problem,  so  far  as  jurisdiction  of  State 
courts  is  concerned. 

Number  two,  I  am  grateful  to  the  Chairman  and  to  the  commit- 
tee for,  a  couple  of  years  ago,  enacting  my  proposal  about  pre- 
school. An  ounce  of  prevention  very  definitely  is  worth  a  pound, 
maybe  billions  of  dollars  in  cure.  But  I  think  in  the  Federal  appa- 
ratus, one  automatically  assumes  that  anything  that  can  be  effec- 
tive has  to  cost  an  awful  lot  of  money,  has  to  cost  billions  of  dollars. 
I  do  not  believe  that  to  be  true. 

My  proposal,  simply  stated,  is  that  college  credit  be  given  to  soci- 
ology students  or  others  who  will  volunteer  on  a  sort  of  semester 
basis^you  might  call  it  a  VISTA-ette — to  work  in  poor  homes,  os- 
tensibly to  help  the  mom  with  the  children,  little  children  under 
the  age  of  5,  but  actually  to  inculcate  linguistics  and  also  conflict 
resolution  that  costs  the  Federal  Government  zilch.  And  it  makes 
a  lot  of  sense  for  academia,  too,  because  a  course  of  applied  studv 
in  sociology  is  going  to  teach  an  awful  lot  more  than  textbooks  al- 
most every  time.  That  is  number  one. 

Number  two,  a  number  of  people  in  this  country  such  as  the 
former  Governor  of  North  Carolina — Mr.  Hunt — ^he  and  his  wife 
were  discovered  in  a  preschool  center  and  they  did  it  quietly,  rath- 
er like  giving  blood,  they  didn't  grandstand  about  it,  but  once  a 
week  they  gave  2  hours  to,  I  think  it  was  to  a  preschool  center,  to 
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teach  linguistics.  And  anybody  can  do  it.  You  needn't  have  a  teach- 
er's degree  to  do  that. 

And  think  how  many  times  over  and  over  and  over  and  over  you 
correct  little  children's  use  of  English.  It  can't  be  done  overnight; 
it  is  a  process. 

And  if  you  do  those  two  things,  encourage  the  States  or  however 
you  might  do  it,  get  a  cadre  to  go  in  these  places  and  encourage 
people  like  the  Peace  Corps  and  like  VISTA-ette,  with  very  little 
sacrifice.  It  is  a  rare  privilege,  it  is  a  wonderful  privilege  to  contrib- 
ute much  by  sacrificing  little.  And  bending  that  little  twig  so  it 
grows  straight  on  a  once-a-week,  2-hour  basis,  the  combined  efforts 
of  milHons  of  people  in  this  country  of  good  will,  I  think  would  ac- 
complish what  billions  of  dollars  might  otherwise  not. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  have  no  questions.  Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Jacobs. 

Mr.  Neal. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  RICHARD  E.  NEAL,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  Neal.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a 
lengthy  statement  that  I  would  like  to  offer  for  the  record. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Your  full  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record.  You  may  summarize  it,  Mr.  Neal. 

Mr.  Neal.  Thank  you. 

I  want  to  thank  you  and  Mr.  Matsui  for  this  timely  discussion. 
It  is  my  sense,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  can  have  an  elevating  dis- 
cussion about  the  issue  of  welfare,  and  I  share  the  same  concerns 
that  Mr.  Matsui  offered  a  few  moments  ago  with  an  atmosphere  in 
which  we  would  attempt  to  pass  welfare  reform  legislation  in  the 
next  couple  of  months,  preceding  a  general  election.  But  at  the 
same  time,  I  think  that  it  would  serve  the  Nation's  purpose  very 
well  to  have  a  full  and,  if  necessary,  prolonged  discussion  on  the 
issue  of  welfare. 

Now  let  me  say  something.  My  experience  in  coming  to  the  Con- 
gress is  different  than  most  of  the  Members  of  Congress.  I  was 
mayor  of  about  the  hundredth  largest  city  in  America,  and  like 
many  people,  I  have  undergone  a  sense  of  metamorphosis  about  the 
issue  of  welfare  and  how  it  is  currently  treated  across  the  country. 

Mr.  Matsui,  I  think,  hit  the  nail  on  the  head,  although  I  don't 
know  that  was  the  point  he  was  attempting  to  make  when  he 
raised  the  issue  of  10  to  15  percent  of  the  welfare  recipients  that 
appear  to  be  unreachable  and  that  really  ought  to  be  the  nature 
of  much  of  our  focus  in  this  debate. 

We  also  want  to  understand  that  child  support  is  the  cornerstone 
of  welfare  reform.  In  addition  to  which,  we  all  ought  to  come  to  a 
very  basic  position  that  child  support  should  be  the  first  debt  paid. 

Now  I  won't  go  into  many  of  the  things  that  Mrs.  Kennelly  said, 
although  I  happen  to  agree  with  her.  I  believe  that  Massachusetts 
indeed  is  a  model  in  doing  a  better  job;  but  let  me  talk  about  an 
issue  today  that  plagues  urban  America,  and  it  is  on  the  minds  of 
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those  of  us  that  have  thought  about  this  issue  for  the  better  part 
of  the  last  10  years. 

There  is  a  growing  cultural  acceptance  in  America  for  out-of-wed- 
lock births,  and  we  have  to  speak  to  this  issue.  Senator  Moynihan 
warned  us  25  years  ago  of  the  consequences  of  not  addressing  that 
fundamental  issue.  The  new  president  of  the  Urban  League  just  a 
couple  of  days  ago  eloquently  stated  that  the  real  enemy  for  urban 
dwellers  over  the  next  few  vears  is  going  to  be  global  competition. 
Because  if  you  think  it  has  been  bad  for  them  in  the  last  few  years, 
it  is  only  going  to  get  worse  for  those  who  don't  have  the  necessary 
skills.  I  support  the  Clinton  administration's  thrust  in  this  arena. 

One  out  of  three  children  in  America  today  is  bom  out  of  wed- 
lock, and  we  are  warned  that  by  the  turn  of  this  century  it  will  be 
one  out  of  two.  The  compelling  statistic  here  is  that  80  percent  of 
those  births  commit  those  children  to  an  endless  cycle  of  poverty. 
We  already  have  too  many  grandmothers  raising  children  across 
this  country  today.  In  some  big  cities,  the  rate  of  illegitimacy  in 
some  areas  is  80  percent-plus.  We  have  to  have  the  courage  to 
focus  on  this  issue. 

It  has  been  suggested  that  50  percent  of  the  welfare  budget  spent 
in  America  is  spent  on  families  started  by  teens.  I  have  prin- 
cipals— when  I  served  as  chairman  of  the  school  committee  back  in 
Springfield,  principals  who  used  to  tell  young  women  don't  bring 
those  children  to  school.  It  is  a  serious  issue  in  urban  America,  and 
it  sends  the  wrong  cultural  signal  of  acceptance  across  the  country. 

I  also  want  to  stand  in  support  of  what  Dr.  Wilson  has  said 
and — a  noted  sociologist  at  Stanford  and  at  Harvard.  He  has 
warned  us  that  crime  in  America  is  overwhelmingly  committed  by 
young  males  who  are  14  to  22  years  old,  and  all  we  have  to  do  is 
couple  that  with  Moynihan's  warning  25  years  ago,  and  ask  our- 
selves who  across  this  country  is  committing  street  crime  today?  It 
is  14-  to  22-vear-old  males  who,  in  many  instances,  have  never 
grown  up  with  any  paternal  influence. 

The  evidence  is  overwhelmingly  clear,  and  I  hope  that  the  Demo- 
cratic Party  will  have  the  courage  to  speak  to  this  issue.  And  in- 
deed. Bill  Clinton  has  made  it  possible  for  us  to  talk  about  these 
issues.  And  as  I  have  indicated,  we  can  do  this  without  any  spirit 
of  meanness  across  this  country.  We  ought  to  be  able  to  have  a  full- 
fledged  discussion  of  this  issue. 

I  know  what  drive-by  shootings  mean  to  the  reputation  of  urban 
living.  I  still  live  in  an  old  city;  I  want  to  live  there.  But  I  also 
know  this,  that  the  exodus  that  occurs  day  after  day  simply  means 
there  are  going  to  be  more  poor  all  the  time  in  American  cities  if 
we  don't  speak  to  this  fundamental  issue. 

Jesse  Jackson  hit  the  nail  on  the  head  when  he  suggested  that 
the  test  of  manhood  is  not  necessarily  fathering  a  child.  The  test 
of  manhood  indeed  is  taking  care  of  that  child,  and  I  happen  to 
agree  with  Reverend  Jackson  aggressively  on  that  point. 

Just  to  conclude  on  a  note  that  I  raised  earlier — and  you  two 
gentlemen  have  to  be  congratulated,  because  I  would  tell  you  that 
neither  one  of  you  has  shirked  responsibility  on  this  issue.  The  two 
of  you  have  stood  tall  and  been  willing  to  hear  from  everybody.  You 
have  been  willing  to  put  your  own  ideas  into  the  arena,  hoping  that 
we  can  resolve  some  of  these  contentious  issues. 
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But  I  want  to  close  on  the  same  statement  that  I  came  close  to 
opening  on,  and  that  is  that  child  support  has  to  be  the  first  debt 
paid.  You  are  going  to  hear  from  officials  from  Massachusetts  to- 
morrow who  have  done  a  remarkable  job  with  child  support  en- 
forcement. I  would  believe  this  could  be  a  model  for  the  entire  Na- 
tion. But  we  have  got  to  stop  telling  young  men  it  is  OK  to  father 
children  and  then  to  run  away  from  the  responsibility.  The  econom- 
ics don't  work  and  the  social  erosion  won't  work. 

And  I  thank  you  both  for  your  time. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all  I  would  like  to  commend  you  and  the 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  for  holding  hearings  this  week  on 
welfare  reform.  These  hearings  are  an  integral  part  of  the  process 
to  accomplish  President  Clinton's  plan  "to  end  welfare  as  we  know 
it." 

As  former  Mayor  of  the  City  of  Springfield,  I  have  first  hand 
experienced  the  problems  of  American  cities.  During  the  1992 
Presidential  elections,  President  Clinton  brought  the  issue  of 
welfare  reform  to  the  forefront.  This  campaign  pledge  has  led  us 
to  serious  and  open  discussion  on  welfare  reform.  The  discussion 
has  led  to  the  drafting  of  several  proposals  on  welfare  reform 
including  the  Administration's  proposal,  the  "Work  and 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994." 

Now  is  the  time  to  address  the  problems  of  our  inner  cities. 
We  cannot  allow  the  physical  and  social  deterioration  to  continue. 
One  of  the  keys  to  restoration  is  reforming  our  welfare  system. 
The  current  system  has  broken  down.  We  need  to  motivate 
individuals  and  encourage  them  to  participate  in  the  work  force. 

I  agree  with  President  Clinton  that  we  have  to  focus  on 
individual  responsibility.  We  have  to  start  with  our  young  and 
make  responsibility  a  way  of  life.  The  underlying  philosophy  of 
welfare  reform  is  the  same,  but  the  focus  of  welfare  reform  has 
shifted  from  older  welfare  recipients  to  younger  welfare  recipients 
and  future  recipients.  We  have  to  become  a  society  that  takes  care 
of  our  children.  Children  that  are  brought  into  this  world  should 
be  provided  with  basic  care.  They  should  not  have  to  worry  about 
their  next  meal  or  a  place  to  sleep  at  night.  Child  support  is  a 
major  aspect  of  welfare  reform. 

Two  weeks  ago.  Secretary  Shalala  and  I  had  a  dialogue  about 
Murphy  Brown.  I  asked  Secretary  Shalala  if  Murphy  Brown  was  right 
or  wrong.  The  response  was,  "  I  don't  think  anyone  in  public  life 
today,  anyone  that  considers  themselves  a  leader  ought  to  condone 
children  born  out  of  wedlock..."  We  need  to  send  the  message  to 
our  teenagers  that  children  should  be  born  to  parents  who  have  the 
capeibility  to  care  for  their  children.  Having  a  child  takes  more 
than  being  able  to  finance  their  upbringing.  If  you  ask  most 
children,  they  want  to  know  their  father.  I  think  most  of  us  agree 
that  the  increasing  birthrates  for  unwed  women  are  having  a  major 
impact  on  our  society.  Last  week,  the  Census  Bureau  reported  that 
children  born  out  of  wedlock  increased  70%  since  1983.  In  1993,  27 
percent  of  all  children  under  the  age  of  18  lived  with  a  single 
parent  who  had  never  married.  These  statistics  have  a  direct 
impact  on  the  welfare  system. 

In  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  approximately  23,000 
children  were  born  out  of  wedlock  in  1992  and  15,000  of  these 
children  receive  AFDC  benefits.  Of  the  total  AFDC  budget,  the 
dollar  cost  to  taxpayers  for  children  born  out  of  wedlock  is 
estimated  to  be  approximately  $700  million  per  year.  On  the  federal 
level  the  cost  is  as  high  as  $34  billion.  This  trend  needs  to  be 
reversed. 
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I  will  now  address  three  areas  in  which  I  believe  change  is 
necessary  in  order  to  repair  the  welfare  system.  These  areas  are: 
parental  responsibility;  child  support;  and  JOBS  and  time  limits. 

Parental  Responsibility 

Teen  mothers  make  up  less  than  10  percent  of  the  nation's 
welfare  caseload.  However,  this  group  stays  on  welfare  the 
longest.  Families  that  are  begun  by  teenagers  account  for  more 
than  half  of  the  welfare  budget.  These  children  do  not  have  much  of 
future.  Close  to  80  percent  of  these  children  live  in  poverty. 
Dropouts,  drugs  and  crime  are  prevalent  among  this  group. 

To  mend  the  welfare  system  we  have  to  start  with  the  young. 
The  current  cycle  of  dependency  needs  to  be  broken.  Just  think.  50 
percent  of  the  current  welfare  budget  is  spent  on  families  started 
by  teens.  What  will  happen  when  these  children  start  having 
children?  Parental  responslbllitv  has  to  be  taught.  Our  young 
people  have  to  be  aware  of  the  commitment  in  raising  children. 
Teenagers  need  to  become  self-sufficient  before  they  start 
families. 

The  "Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994"  takes  steps  to 
address  parental  responsibility.  Current  law  provides  states  with 
the  option  of  having  minor  parents  reside  in  their  parent's 
household  or  another  supportive  living  arrangement.  Only  three 
states  and  two  territories  use  this  option.  The  proposal  would 
make  this  a  requirement  for  all  states.  When  determining  a 
benefit,  the  income  of  the  parent  of  the  minor  parent  would  be 
taken  into  account.  This  is  current  practice.  The  combination  of 
taking  into  account  the  parent ' s  income  and  requiring  the  teen 
parent  to  stay  at  home  might  discourage  teens  from  having  children. 

Currently,  families  on  welfare  who  have  children  receive 
additional  support  for  each  additional  child.  The  proposal  would 
allow  states  the  option  of  limiting  the  increase,  in  full  or  part, 
for  an  additional  child  that  is  conceived  while  the  parent  is  on 
welfare.  Working  men  and  women  do  not  receive  additional  income 
for  additional  children. 

These  two  proposals  take  reasonable  steps  to  bring  attention 
to  the  issue  of  parental  responsibility.  Allowing  states  to  limit 
payments  to  children  born  to  a  parent  on  welfare  brings  to 
attention  the  fact  that  raising  a  child  is  a  responsibility  that  is 
handled  better  when  one  is  self-sufficient.  I  believe  these 
proposals  do  not  discourage  child  raising,  but  encourage  children 
to  be  raised  in  an  environment  that  would  provide  them  with  more 
opportunities.  The  birth  of  child  should  not  be  used  as  a  way  to 
gain  welfare  benefits. 

I  do  not  know  if  these  two  proposals  will  break  the  cycle  by 
stopping  teenagers  from  having  children,  but  I  firmly  believe  it  is 
worth  a  shot.  We  need  to  encourage  our  teenagers  to  become  self- 
sufficient  adults  before  they  start  having  children.  We  want  our 
teenagers  to  have  time  to  grow  and  develop  without  being  burdened 
with  unreasonable  responsibilities.  Teenagers  need  to  ask 
themselves  several  questions;  Am  I  ready  to  have  a  child?  What 
type  of  parent  would  I  be?  How  would  I  support  a  baby  and  myself? 
Are  there  things  I  want  to  accomplish  before  I  become  a  parent? 

A  few  months  back,  we  were  all  amazed  and  disturbed  by  the 
young  children  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia  who  were  planning 
their  own  funerals.  So  many  children  do  not  believe  they  have  a 
future  in  our  society.  We  need  to  provide  a  nurturing  environment 
for  a  children  in  order  to  enable  them  to  feel  secure  about  the 
future . 
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Another  important  aspect  of  welfare  reform  which  was  included 
in  the  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  is  $300  million  in  funding  over 
five  years  for  locally  designed  pregnancy  prevention  programs. 
Counseling  is  needed  to  address  the  problem  of  illegitimacy.  We 
have  to  do  more  than  threaten  benefits  for  the  birth  of  additional 
children. 


Child  Support 

Child  support  is  an  important  element  of  welfare  reform.  Our 
children  should  not  have  so  many  of  the  worries  they  now  have. 
Improving  child  support  can  reduce  the  number  of  children  that  are 
not  provided  for  in  an  adequate  manner. 

My  own  state  of  Massachusetts  is  a  national  leader  in  child 
support  enforcement.  Massachusetts  has  increased  their  compliance 
rate  from  37  percent  to  60  percent  and  10,000  more  families  now 
receive  support  regularly.  The  Massachusetts' s  program  went  beyond 
correcting  the  child  support  process.  They  tried  to  change 
society's  opinion  of  child  support.  Massachusetts  based  their 
program  on  the  philosophy  of  Margaret  Mead  which  is:  "Never  doubt 
that  a  small  group  of  thoughtful,  committed  citizens  can  change  the 
world;  indeed,  it  is  the  only  thing  that  ever  has." 

Child  support  should  be  the  first  debt  paid.  The  evasion  of 
child  support  is  an  economic  form  of  child  cJause.  Not  paying  child 
support  should  be  seen  as  an  unacceptable  act. 

We  can  learn  from  the  experience  of  Massachusetts.  For 
successful  child  support  reform,  ten  changes  need  to  be  made  by 
Congress.  These  are  commonly  referred  to  as  the  "ten  most  wanted" 
child  support  reforms. 

1)  Require  voluntary  acknowledgement  of  paternity  outside  the 
judicial  process,  in  uncontested  cases,  and  create  sanctions  and 
incentives  for  both  parents  that  result  in  paternity  establishment 
for  all  children. 

2) Implement  child  support  guidelines  based  on  a  simple  formula 
where  the  necessary  information  can  be  obtained  by  the  child 
support  agency  through  electronic  means  and  computers  can  update 
awards . 

3)  Provide  IRS  tax  information  to  child  support  enforcement 
agencies  for  use  in  locating  obligers,  and  in  setting,  updating  and 
modifying  child  support  wards. 

4)  Require  all  employers  to  report  new  hires  within  10  days  to 
a  registry  of  new  hires  and  require  all  cases  to  have  wage 
withholding  transferable,  from  one  employer  to  another  and  from  one 
state's  child  support  agency  to  another's  through  computer  matches 
of  child  support  orders  against  new  hire  and  quarterly  wage 
reporting  information. 

5)  Require  states  to  have  laws  and  procedures  permitting  the 
administrative  issuance  and  enforcement  of  liens  against  the  real 
and  personal  property  of  delinquent  child  support  obligers  across 
state  lines. 

6)  Require  banks  euad  financial  institutions  to  report 
quarterly  to  state  child  support  agencies  the  names  and  Social 
Security  numbers  of  their  customers  and  account  holders. 

7)  Require  states  to  deny  or  revoke  professional,  trade  and 
driver's  licenses  of  obligers  having  child  support  liens,  and  to 
expedite  identification  through  data  matches  by  collecting  the 
Social  Security  numbers  as  part  the  licensing  process. 
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8)  Require  states  to  pass  similar  specific  laws,  including 
verbatim  adoption  of  the  Uniform  Family  Interstate  Support  Act 

(UIFSA)  ,  and  to  use  the  Social  Security  number  as  the  unique 
identifier  on  all  data  needed  by  child  support  agencies. 

9)  Require  states  to  use  uniform  due  process  procedures  and 
forms  for  issuing  wage  withholding  order  and  child  support  liens, 
and  to  recognize  electronic  transmissions  among  states  that  certify 
that  due  process  requirements  have  been  met  and  that  essential  data 
elements  are  accurate,  so  that  interstate  data  matches  and 
enforcement  can  take  place  in  a  paperless,  automated  process. 

10)  Require  states  to  re-engineer  the  collection  process  from 
a  highly  individualized,  manual  case-by-case  process  into  a 
standardized,  computerized,  high-volume  system  that  uses  the  latest 
in  payment  processing  technology,  and  that  regularly  searches  all 
available  databases  for  obligers'  income  and  assets  and 
automatically  initiates  enforcement  action  by  sending  out  wage 
assignments,  liens,  and  levies. 

Several  of  these  changes  are  incorporated  into  the  child 
support  enforcement  provisions  of  the  "Work  and  Responsibility 
Act."  This  "ten  most  wanted"  list  should  be  part  of  welfare 
reform.  Tomorrow,  Robert  Melia,  First  Deputy  Commissioner 
Massachusetts  Department  of  Revenue  will  testify  and  go  into  more 
detail  on  the  success  Massachusetts  has  had  using  these  ten 
changes.  Massachusetts  can  be  used  as  an  example  in  this  area.  I 
look  forward  to  working  on  child  support.  This  one  area  in  which 
we  can  achieve  concrete  results.  However,  we  have  to  remember  more 
needs  to  be  done  than  improving  the  process  of  child  support 
enforcement.  Our  attitude  towards  child  support  needs  to  be 
adjusted.  Child  support  needs  to  be  recognized  as  an  essential 
obligation. 

Several  changes  should  be  made  to  the  child  support  portion  of 
the  "Work  and  Responsibility  Act"  to  make  these  proposals  stronger. 
The  proposal  needs  to  go  further  than  the  creation  of  a  national 
guidelines  committee.  Cases  need  to  be  regularly  updated  through 
an  automated  process  where  the  number  of  children  and  an  analysis 
of  parents'  tax  and  employment  data  can  easily  be  reviewed.  The 
orders  needs  to  keep  pace  with  inflation  and  changes  in  income  by 
explicitly  stating  the  national  guidelines  are  suitable  for  high 
volume,  computer  driven,  administrative  updating. 

The  "Work  and  Responsibility  Act"  addresses  the  establishment 
of  paternity.  The  proposal  contains  several  provisions  aimed  at 
significantly  increasing  cooperation  among  AFDC  mothers.  The  new 
standards  will  apply  to  all  applicants  for  AFDC  or  appropriate 
Medicaid  cases  for  women  with  children  born  on  or  10  months 
following  the  date  of  enactment.  This  proposal  is  in  the  right 
direction,  but  it  should  apply  to  all  mothers  currently  in  the 
system.  Approximately  35-40  percent  of  all  welfare  recipients  do 
not  want  paternity  established.  This  has  to  be  changed.  Tough 
sanctions  for  noncompliance  with  establishment  of  paternity  are 
necessary. 

Massachusetts  has  become  the  first  state  with  a  comprehensive 
new  hire  program  that  requires  all  employers  to  report  new  hires 
within  14  days  to  the  Department  of  Revenue.  The  program  has  been 
very  successful  and  been  accepted  by  businesses.  It  has  not  been 
perceived  as  an  additional  burden.  The  reporting  requirement  makes 
it  easier  to  track  obligors.  Most  often,  obligors  change  from  job 
to  job  and  this  requirement  helps  with  their  location.  The  system 
makes  it  easier  to  collect  child  support.  Through  the  use  of 
computers,  matching  Social  Security  numbers  can  be  located  and  the 
computer  will  automatically  send  the  employer  a  notice  to  withhold 
child  support  from  the  obligor's  wages.  This  program  has  shown 
real  results. 
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JOBS  emd  Time  Limits 

The  welfare  debate  of  1986  produced  the  Family  Support  Act  of 
1988.  The  Family  Support  Act  requires  States,  to  the  extent 
resources  permit,  to  require  participation  in  education,  work,  and 
training  programs  by  all  welfare  mothers  with  no  child  under  3, 
part-time  for  those  with  a  preschooler.  Welfare  reform  should 
, build  from  the  successes  of  the  Family  Support  Act.  The  JOBS 
program  needs  to  be  expanded. 

This  type  of  program  is  essential  to  accomplish  welfare 
reform.  The  JOBS  program  is  a  necessary  element  to  achieve  self- 
sufficiency  through  the  education  training,  and  employment, 
services.  The  Federal  government  needs  to  provide  adequate 
resources  to  the  states  so  JOBS  can  be  fully  funded.  More 
recipients  need  to  participate  in  the  program. 

Since  the  Clinton  campaign  proposal  to  end  welfare.  Congress 
has  expressed  a  wide  range  of  opinions  on  welfare  reforms.  One  of 
the  areas  of  controversy  is  time- limited  welfare  proposals.  Many 
participants  stay  on  welfare  for  a  short  time,  but  too  many  stay  on 
the  system  for  successive  generations.  A  time  limit  of  two  years 
collecting  AFDC  benefits  for  those  recipient  capable  of  work  is  a 
reasonable  approach  when  it  is  combined  with  the  WORK  program. 

Changing  the  attitude  of  participants  is  important. 
Establishing  sanctions  such  as  ending  benefits  for  six  months  for 
those  who  refuse  a  job  offer  without  good  reason  is  an  appropriate 
proposal.   Benefits  have  to  be  linked  to  training  programs. 


Conclusion 

As  we  listen  to  the  testimony  today,  we  will  realize  there  are 
several  ways  to  rebuild  our  welfare  system.  I  think  we  can  all 
agree  that  the  current  system  needs  change.  We  can  build  from  this 
consensus.  The  current  system  does  not  serve  the  recipient  or  the 
taxpayer. 

As  I  sit  here  before  you,  I  do  not  have  all  the  answers  or  the 
perfect  solution  to  welfare  reform.  However,  I  believe  the  time  is 
now  to  change  the  system.  Recently,  Jodie  Allen,  a  columnist  in 
the  Washington  Post  wrote  an  article  expressing  concerns  that  the 
welfare  debate  will  not  "end  welfare  as  we  know  it"  or  "end  welfare 
as  we  have  come  to  know  it."  There  is  a  fear  that  the  current 
debate  on  welfare  will  not  end  in  results.  Welfare  reform  is  a 
difficult  task,  but  we  should  not  stray  from  accomplishing  this 
task. 

We  should  not  be  afraid  of  tackling  the  problem  and  consider 
making  changes  to  the  system.  One  such  change  could  be  move 
welfare  from  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  to  the 
Department  of  Labor.  Welfare  could  be  better  integrated  with  the 
unemployment  compensation  program.  Currently,  the  Department  of 
Labor  is  working  on  changing  the  unemployment  system  by  combining 
different  unemployment  programs  and  the  welfare  worker  retraining 
program  could  be  implemented  into  these  reforms.  This  switch  would 
place  an  emphasis  on  job  retraining.  Benefits  would  be  handled  in 
a  similar  manner  to  unemployment  compensation. 

State  flexibility  should  be  allowed  for  most  aspects  of 
welfare  reform.  States  should  be  encouraged  to  use  their 
creativity.  One  possible  option  for  states  could  be  the 
privatization  of  administering  welfare.  The  goal  of  such  an  option 
would  be  putting  recipients  back  in  the  work  force  as  soon  as 
possible.  States  would  be  able  to  benefit  from  the  knowledge  of 
the  private  sector. 


422 


I  :ust  want  to  end  with  a  few  thoughts  on  illegitimacy 
Twenty- five  years  ago  Senator  Moynihan  made  the  suggestion  that  we 
needed  to  address  pregnancy  out  of  wedlock.  The  suggestion  was  we 
t!;^!  ^l^'"^^  ^°.^'?'?  ""P  *'^^^  ^  generation  of  young  people  who,  as 
James  Wilson  tells  us  overwhelmingly  commit  crime.  President 
Clinton  fairly  describes  the  issue  when  he  said,  by  the  turn  of  the 
century,  one  out  of  two  children  in  America  will  be  born  out  of 
wedlock  If  we  do  not  address  the  issue  today.  These  hearings  are 
part  of  the  process  of  addressing  the  issue.  I  look  forward  to 
working  towards  a  solution. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Neal.  Excuse  me. 

Are  you  suggesting  that  the  government  play  a  major  role  in  this 
welfare  bill  wdth  children  bom  out  of  wedlock?  Most  Americans,  if 
not  all,  would  support  just  what  you  have  testified;  but  I  am  trying 
to  get  it  clear  as  to  whether  you  are  suggesting  that  we  try  to  legis- 
late in  the  Federal  Government,  on  this  welfare  package,  to  ad- 
dress that  problem. 

Mr.  Neal.  I  think  that  we  should  allow,  Mr.  Chairman,  maxi- 
mum opportunity  for  the  States  to  experiment  in  this  arena.  I  don't 
have  the  sole  or  necessarily  the  right  answer  today  for  the  issue 
of  teenage  illegitimacy  across  this  country.  But  I  can  tell  you  this, 
that  we  are  compelled  to  speak  to  this  issue,  because  of  the  eco- 
nomic consequences  of  this  issue. 

As  Mr.  Matsui  has  indicated,  it  is  not  the  85  or  80  percent  of  the 
people  that  move  onto  welfare  and  get  off  it  within  a  relatively 
short  period  of  time;  it  is  the  group  that  receives  extended  benefits 
from  generation  to  generation  that  we  have  to  be  targeting.  And 
again  the  statistics  connecting  a  generational  support  system,  gen- 
erally is  tied  to  the  issue  of  teenage  pregnancies. 

Chairman  Ford.  Teenage  pregnancy  is  a  problem.  As  you  know, 
the  research  on  child  development  demonstrates  that  the  children 
of  divorce  who  are  disproportionately  white  fall  within  a  larger 
number  of  children  in  this  country.  We  want  to  address  the  issue 
of  out-of-wedlock  childbearing,  definitely.  But  I  don't  want  us  to 
have  the  wrong  perception  because  we  are  dealing  with  welfare 
children,  which  is  a  smaller  number  of  children.  If  you  look  at  the 
children,  the  population  of  children  who  are  caught  up  in  divorce 
situations,  who  are  faced  with  single  parents,  mostly  mothers,  ver- 
sus the  welfare  population,  which  in  many  cases  happens  to  be  Af- 
rican-American children  and  Hispanics  versus  white  American  chil- 
dren who  are  caught  in  that  vicious  cycle  they  are  a  much  larger 
number  of  children,  one;  and  two,  they  are  faced  with  many  other 
problems  in  our  society. 

Mr.  Neal.  My  sense  is,  it  is  far  easier  to  collect  from  a  divorced 
father  than  it  is  from  a  teenage  father.  That  is  my  only  point.  And 
the  point  that  I  try  to  raise  here  is  that  the  pattern  is 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  children  of  this  country  miss  about  $16  to 
$18  billion  a  year. 

Mr.  Neal.  But  the  pattern,  I  am  saying,  is  that 

Chairman  Ford.  WTiich  is  about  the  same  dollar  amount  that  we 
spend  on  the  entire  welfare  population  in  this  country. 

Mr.  Neal.  As  ugly  as  the  statistic  is  that  relates  to  what  hap- 
pens to  many  of  the  children  of  divorce,  my  sense  is  that  they  still 
have  a  far  better  economic  opportunity  than  the  teenager  who  fa- 
thers a  child  or  the  young  woman  who  has  that  child.  I  think  that 
we  have  an  obligation  to  try  to  break  this  generational  link,  Mr. 
Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  just  want  to  make  sure  we  are  talking  about 
the  well-being  of  children.  I  don't  think  we  should  separate  the  two. 
We  really  should  try  to  address  the  problem  and  not  send  the 
wrong  message. 

I  am  totally  in  agreement  with  you.  Children  born  out  of  wed- 
lock, you  know,  the  family  structure,  what  do  we  do  to  shape  that? 
Are  we  going  to  focus  just  on  the  expenditures  of  welfare  dollars. 
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trying  to  address  this  issue,  or  are  we  going  to  really  try  to  address 
the  issue  as  it  pertains  to  children  in  this  country? 

Mr.  Neal.  That  is  the  point  I  attempted  to  raise  when  I  said  the 
first  debt  paid  should  be  child  support.  I  know  that  is  pretty  dif- 
ficult in  a  lot  of  circumstances.  We  have  got  to  stop  sending  a  mes- 
sage to  young  men  across  this  country,  regardless  of  color,  that  it 
is  OK  to  have  a  child  because  the  government  is  going  to  take  care 
of  the  child.  It  doesn't  work.  I  can  tell  you  that  problem  is  over- 
whelmingly pronounced  in  urban  America. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  see,  the  problem  I  have  with  that  is  I  am 
from  Tennessee  which  is  a  low-benefit  State.  If  the  mother  has  an- 
other baby,  she  would  receive  another  $39  a  month. 

I  can't  buy  the  rhetoric  that  she  is  having  a  baby  for  $39  a 
month.  I  think  you  are  absolutely  correct,  we  need  to  address  the 
issue  of  having  a  child  out  of  wedlock.  But  to  focus  on  children  who 
are  born  into  this  world  through  no  fault  of  their  own,  that  we 
would  suggest  that  child  should  not  be  protected  and  taken  care  of? 

Mr.  Neal.  I  am  not  suggesting  or  even  hinting  at  that  for  1  sec- 
ond. What  I  am  suggesting  is  the  message  we  culturally  send 
across  America  today  is  that  there  is  certain  antisocial  behavior 
that  is  all  right.  It  is  not  all  right  economically,  and  it  is  certainly 
not  all  right  socially.  That  is  my  only  point. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you.  And  Mr.  Neal,  I  commend  your  testi- 
mony. I  agree  with  your  testimony.  I  think  you  have  made  a  very 
valid  point  about  out-of-wedlock  births  being  a  serious  problem, 
maybe  the  most  serious  social  problem  facing  this  country  in  Amer- 
ica today  and  in  the  future. 

It  is  a  very  different  situation  for  someone  who  is  a  child  of  a 
divorce,  who  has  a  single  parent  because  they  never  married.  Often 
vou  don't  even  know  who  the  father  is.  And  remember  that  we  are 
looking  at  paternity  establishment  rates  under  50  percent  in  most 
States  for  children  who  are  single  children — or  have  single  moms 
as  parents  on  welfare. 

We  spend  $200  billion  on  welfare  programs  a  year,  not  $16  bil- 
lion. William  Raspberry  just  wrote  a  very  good  column  on  this  the 
other  day  having  to  do  with  the  economic  support  that  families  give 
to  children  and  that,  you  know,  when  you  come  from  a  divorced 
parent,  you  still  have  a  father  who  is  identified  as  the  father,  who 
is  responsible  for  supporting  the  child. 

In  many  cases,  even  in  most  cases  with  children  on  welfare,  you 
don't  have  that  father  identified  and  you  don't  have  the  father  and 
the  father's  parents  there  to  support  the  children.  So  we  have  a  so- 
cial problem,  we  have  in  fact  a  serious  economic  problem  for  that 
child  in  future  years  to  be  able  to  sui^ive  and  have  the  opportuni- 
ties that  they  would  have  even  in  a  divorced  situation. 

So  I  think,  whether  it  is  social  or  economic,  the  challenge  is 
much  greater  and  the  difficulties  arise  in  much  more  severe  fashion 
for  out-of-wedlock  births  than  they  do  for  divorced  parents.  And  I 
think  you  have  hit  the  nail  on  the  head,  and  I  commend  you  for 
your  comments. 

Mr.  Neal.  Thank  you.  Might  I  respond,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Chairman  Ford.  Yes,  you  may. 
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Mr.  Neal.  My  purpose  largely  today  has  been  not  so  much  to 
necessarily  gamer  support  for  any  particular  idea  that  I  have,  as 
much  as  it  is  to  suggest  to  the  American  people  and  to  the  Mem- 
bers of  the  Congress  that  there  ought  to  be  a  full  discussion  of  all 
of  these  issues.  And  we  shouldn't  lock  ourselves  into  the  old  posi- 
tion that  you  can't  talk  about  certain  things.  And  again,  I  post  my 
experience  as  having  been  mayor  of  a  big  city,  that  these  are  the 
kinds  of  issues  that  people  have  to  begin  to  talk  about,  because  the 
social  erosion  is  extraordinary. 

And  I  thank  you  all  for  your  time. 

Chairman  Ford.  While  you  are  there,  Mr.  Neal,  just  for  the 
record  for  this  subcommittee,  because  we  are  going  through  this 
with  Mr.  Santorum,  the  Federal  benefit  of  AFDC  in  America  is  $12 
billion  annually. 

Mr.  SA^^^OR^JM.  Mr.  Chairman,  are  you  suggesting  the 

Chairman  Ford.  Let  me  finish  my  remark,  Mr.  Santorum,  let  me 
finish  my  remarks. 

The  Federal  expenditure  is  $12  billion  on  the  AFDC  program. 
The  total  expenditure  on  AFDC,  with  the  States'  share,  comes  to 
$22  billion  annually.  I  suggested  earlier  to  vou,  Mr.  Neal,  that  the 
child  support  enforcement  legislation  woula  generate  many,  many 
dollars  for  these  children,  and  I  support  that.  But  I  am  opposed  to 
and  would  like  to  do  something  to  address  the  problem  of  children 
born  out  of  wedlock.  I  don't  want  to  suggest,  or  for  the  appearance 
to  be,  that  I  support  children  being  bom  out  of  wedlock.  That  is 
not  the  issue. 

Mr.  Neal.  I  know  better.  I  know  you  don't. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  saying  both  populations  should  be  treated 
equally;  we  should  try  to  respond  to  the  needs  of  children  in  this 
country.  But  this  rhetoric  before  this  subcommittee,  given  all  of 
these  high  $100  billion  numbers,  will  not  work  during  the  markup 
session  of  this  subcommittee  and  hearing  from  the  witnesses.  You 
will  state  the  facts  before  this  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Will  the  Chairman  yield? 

Chairman  Ford.  I  will  be  happy  to  yield. 

Mr.  Neal.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  assume  your  comments  are  directed 
to  Mr.  Santorum. 

Chairman  Ford.  Yes,  not  you,  Mr.  Neal. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Is  the  Chairman  suggesting  the  only  welfare  pro- 
gram in  this  country  is  AFDC? 

Chairman  Ford.  We  are  only  dealing  with  AFDC.  This  is  a  wel- 
fare bill. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  President  has  in  his  bill,  SSI; 
the  President  has  in  his  bill,  other — well,  other  reforms  of  welfare 
programs  like  training  programs  and  child  care  programs  and  food 
programs.  If  you  add  up  all  of  those  numbers,  for  cash,  food,  train- 
ing, health,  education,  it  is  $244  billion  a  year  in  welfare  payments. 
That  is  CBO  and  CRS,  not  Rick  Santomm,  so  if  we  want  to  talk 
about  the  facts,  Mr.  Chairman,  let's  put  the  facts  on  the  table  of 
what  we  are  spending  on  these  programs.  And  don't  pick  out  one 
program  and  say  that  is  welfare. 

Chairman  Ford.  This  is  welfare,  aid  to  families  with  dependent 
children.  We  are  going  to  try  to  focus  on  that,  and  the  children  in 
your  State,  my  State,  and  States  throughout  this  Nation  are  all  in 
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need  for  their  mothers  and  other  adults  to  go  to  work  and  have  a 
decent  income  to  provide  for  their  famiHes. 

We  should  not  do  children  this  way,  Mr.  Santorum.  You  know 
that. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  yield — as  you  very  well 
know,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  someone  qualifies  for  AFDC,  they  also 
qualify  for  Medicaid,  they  also  qualify  for  food  stamps,  they  may 
qualify  for  housing. 

Chairman  FORD.  And  you  can  qualify  for  those  things  without 
going  on  AFDC  as  well. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Mr.  Chairman 

Chairman  Ford.  The  elderly 

Mr.  Santorum.  You  fully  well  know  that  we  are  not  going  to  deal 
with  a  welfare  reform  bill  here  that  is  simply  going  to  address  the 
AFDC  problem;  it  is  going  to  address  a  whole  wide  range  of  pro- 
grams. The  President  has  addressed  them  in  his  bill,  it  is  before 
this  committee.  And  to  suggest  that  all  we  are  going  to  deal  with 
is  one  program  here,  if  that  is  the  intent,  and  I  think  we  can  pretty 
much  state  for  the  record  that  we  are  not  going  to  do  welfare  re- 
form if  all  you  are  going  do  is  look  at  one  program. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Neal. 

Mr.  Neal.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  next  panel  we  will  call  will  be  Greorge  Mil- 
ler, Ron  Wyden,  and  Congressman  Clybum. 

Mr.  Miller  is  on  the  floor,  so  he  won't  be  here  with  us. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Miller  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  THE  HONORABLE  GEORGE  MILLER  BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES  OF  THE 

HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

ON  WELFARE  REFORM 

JULY  27,  1994 

Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Subcommittee,  I  am  pleased  you 
have  given  me  the  opportunity  to  present  my  views  on  welfare 
reform.   As  most  of  you  know,  I  served  as  chairman  of  the  House 
Select  Committee  on  Children,  Youth,  and  Families  for  nearly  a 
decade  and  retain  from  that  experience  a  deep  interest  in  issues 
relating  to  children.   It  is  they,  after  all,  that  are  the  reason 
we  have  a  welfare  policy  in  this  nation —  they  should  be  our 
primary  concern  when  changing  it. 

It  is  a  hoax  for  us  to  go  through  yet  another  effort  at 
welfare  reform  without  the  financial  commitment  to  back  up  its 
promise.   In  1983,  this  Subcommittee  considered  welfare  reform 
and,  with  bipartisan  support,  came  up  with  a  very  good  piece  of 
legislation,  the  Family  Support  Act.   This  law  recognized  the 
importance  of  work,  and  the  education  and  training  that  is 
necessary  to  equip  welfare  clients  with  the  means  to  earn  a 
decent  wage.   A  number  of  important  initiatives  have  been 
undertaken  under  this  law,  but  the  full  promise  of  the 
legislation  has  not  been  realized,  in  part  because  of 
insufficient  funding  by  the  Federal  Government  and  States. 

The  Clinton  Administration's  theme  of  instilling  a  sense  of 
responsibility  in  the  welfare  client  through  requiring  work  is 
entirely  appropriate.   But  it  is  equally  appropriate —  in  fact, 
critical —  for  the  Government  to  meet  its  obligation  to  provide 
low  income  families  with  the  means  to  become  self-sufficient.   I 
simply  do  not  believe  that  the  $9  billion  or  so  in  additional 
funds  will  support  the  WORK  program  subsidized  employment,  child 
care,  and  other  major  elements  of  the  bill  that  are  needed  to 
make  it  the  success  we  all  want. 

There  are  some  other  specific  concerns  I  have  with  the 
Administration's  proposal.   One  is  the  inflexible  2-year  time 
limit  on  AFDC  benefits.  This,  the  ultimate  "get  tough" 
provision,  is  a  sop  to  conservatives  that  raises  more  questions 
than  it  resolves.   Subsidized  jobs  would  be  the  immediate 
alternative  to  cash  assistance  under  this  approach,  but  what 
guarantees  are  provided  for  a  self-sustaining  job  in  the  long 
run?  The  big  problem  with  long-term  welfare  dependency  is  not 
getting  a  job,  it's  job  retention. 

The  welfare  clientele  have  a  myriad  of  problems  that  affect 
their  employability.   For  example,  a  recent  study  found  that  27% 
of  mothers  receiving  welfare  have  drug  and  alcohol  problems,  and 
that  welfare  recipients  are  three  times  more  likely  to  be  addicts 
than  the  non-welfare  population.   Many  also  incur  erratic  child 
care  situations  or  have  other  family  problems  that  interfere  with 
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job  stability.   We  cannot  fit  individuals  with  such  tough  life 
problems  into  the  2-years-and-you' re-out  mold  and  expect  a  good 
result.   I  can  only  conclude  that  the  time  limit  would  either  be 
meaningless  because  so  many  clients  would  be  designated  "exempt" 
or  there  would  be  a  huge  increase  in  the  homeless  population. 
Neither  is  good  welfare  policy. 

Another  misguided  provision  of  the  President's  bill  relates 
to  its  authority  for  States  to  impose  a  "family  cap."   Welfare 
policy  should  not  be  expected  to  keep  young  women  from  having 
babies.   The  combined  benefits  welfare  recipients  receive  for  one 
child  barely  bring  them  to  half  of  the  level  of  basic  need  under 
poverty  guidelines.   An  additional  $140  per  month  in  AFDC  and 
food  stamp  benefits  is  hardly  an  incentive  to  have  another  child 
to  feed  and  clothe — it's  a  net  loss!   The  decision  to  become 
pregnant  results  from  a  complex  set  of  ingredients,  but  the  extra 
welfare  money  is  not  one  of  them:  this  has  been  confirmed  in 
studies  by  the  President's  own  welfare  advisors.   Research 
suggests  that  policies  that  do  work  against  illegitimate  births 
are  education  on  pregnancy  prevention  and  ready  access  to  family 
planning  services.   This  is  where  our  focus  should  be,  but  we 
constantly  have  opposition  from  the  very  members  of  this  body 
that  decry  illegitimacy. 

I  believe  that  you  have  before  you  a  well-constructed 
alternative  to  the  Administration's  welfare  proposal  in  Bob 
Matsui's  bill,  H.R.  4767.   It  builds  on  the  Family  Support  Act, 
and  adjusts  it  for  issues  that  have  arisen  from  the  experience  of 
the  last  six  years.   While  many  of  these  same  concerns  are  also 
addressed  in  the  President's  bill,  the  Matsui  bill  presents  more 
reasoned  and  realistic  alternatives  without  simplistic  draconian 
measures  that  are  more  fitting  to  a  bumper  sticker  than  national 
policy. 

The  Matsui  bill,  for  example,  emphasizes  work  by  increasing 
work  reguirements  in  the  JOBS  program  rather  than  by  cash 
assistance  cutoffs.   It  enables  States  to  be  fuller  participants 
in  the  JOBS  and  child  care  programs  by  increasing  the  Federal 
natch  rates.   It  significantly  expands  Federal  funding  for  child 
care  by  $5  billion  over  5  years  rather  than  the  $1.5  billion 
provided  in  the  Administration  proposal.   Other  initiatives,  also 
in  the  Administration's  bill,  would  enhance  child  support 
enforcement  and  reform  of  the  welfare  bureaucracy  that  will  be  so 
essential  to  changing  the  approach  of  welfare  offices  to  client 
service  rather  than  "box  checking." 

We  must  separate  fact  from  fiction  as  we  chart  the  future 
course  of  legislation  affecting  low  income  families.   Policies 
should  not  punish  welfare  clients  and  their  children  out  of  our 
frustration  with  the  inability  of  the  American  economy  to  provide 
full  employment  and  the  inability  of  the  Congress  to  underwrite 
solid  statutes. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Mrs.  Meyers,  why  don't  you  come  on  up  and 
take  a  seat,  as  well,  at  the  table? 
Mr.  Wyden,  you  are  recognized. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  RON  WYDEN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OREGON 

Mr.  Wyden.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  It  is  a  pleas- 
ure to  join  you  for  what  are  always  noncontroversial  issues  that  no- 
body feels  strongly  about  on  this  or  any  other  committee. 

Mr.  Chairman,  first  I  want  to  commend  you  for  all  the  leadership 
that  you  have  shown  over  these  many  years.  You  and  many  others 
have  constantly  been  speaking  up  for  tnose  who  are  poor  and  those 
who  are  powerless,  and  we  commend  you  for  your  leadership. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  to  talk  particularly  about  the  matter  of 
child  care  assistance.  I  think  in  this  debate  the  issues  that  have 
generated  the  most  heat  and  the  most  attention,  such  as  work  re- 
quirements, time  limits,  and  a  wide  variety  of  proposals  that  re- 
quire individual  responsibility  and  individual  accountability,  are 
important  issues  for  us  to  zero  in  on.  I  don't  take  a  back  seat  to 
anyone  in  terms  of  ensuring  that  those  who  enjoy  assistance  from 
our  government  are  required  to  show  individual  responsibility. 

At  the  same  time,  it  seems  to  me  if  we  are  really  going  to  make 
a  difference  for  the  long  term,  if  we  are  going  to  have  welfare  re- 
form for  the  long  term,  our  citizens  are  going  to  need  assistance, 
particularly  with  child  care.  My  sense  is  that  the  absence  of  de- 
pendable child  care  services  in  our  country  today  could  become  the 
Achilles'  heel  of  the  health  reform  effort  if  it  is  not  properly  ad- 
dressed, and  I  would  like  to  zero  in  on  two  specific  points  as  we 
talk  about  this  child  care  issue. 

At  present,  there  is  a  transitional  care  benefit  that  is  available 
under  the  Family  Support  Act  of  1988  that  provides  1  year  of  child 
care  reimbursement  for  those  who  recently  left  AFDC  for  a  job  or 
for  training  likely  to  result  in  a  job.  A  limited  number  of  States 
provide  the  transition  care  benefit  to  20  percent  or  more  of  the  eli- 
gible families.  But  the  fact  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  as  a  result  of  a  short- 
age of  resources,  even  though  approximately  5  million  families  re- 
ceive AFDC  benefits,  only  about  230,000  receive  AFDC  child  care 
in  any  given  month. 

What  we  have  picked  up  in  our  hearings  is  that  many  States  are 
not  publicizing  the  program  simply  because  they  cannot  afford  to 
have  their  citizens  fully  participate  in  child  care  services. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  set  out  right  at  the  beginning  that, 
under  current  law,  we  are  barely  addressing  the  child  care  needs 
of  our  country;  and  certainly,  as  a  part  of  welfare  reform,  those 
needs  are  going  to  expand  because  more  Americans  are  going  to  be 
required  to  work. 

Moving  from  welfare  to  work  is  a  policy  that  I  think  makes 
sense,  but  if  welfare  recipients  don't  get  child  care,  what  we  know 
as  sure  as  night  follows  the  day,  is  that  a  lot  of  those  parents  will 
go  into  the  work  force,  they  will  scrap  and  hustle  and  push  to  make 
a  go  of  it  in  the  private  sector.  But,  if  they  do  not  have  child  care, 
they  will  have  to  slide  back  on  public  assistance. 

I  had  witnesses  before  my  subcommittee  who  said  that  again  and 
again  they  were  able  to  leave  public  assistance,  work  in  the  private 
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sector,  and  because  their  child  care  services  fell  apart,  they  slid 
back  on  public  assistance.  So,  unless  we  do  this  piece  of  welfare  re- 
form right,  my  view  is  that  we  will  be  creating  as  many  problems 
as  we  solve. 

I  would  also  like  to  touch  briefly  on  the  serious  problems  we  have 
with  respect  to  quality  child  care  services  in  our  country.  The  In- 
spector General  did  a  report  for  our  subcommittee  that  reported 
many  child  care  centers  in  our  country  have  serious  health  and 
safety  problems  such  as  inoperable  toilets,  blocked  fire  exits,  and 
access  to  toxic  chemicals. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  reported  to  us  that  States  are  cut- 
ting the  budgets  of  agencies  charged  with  licensing  and  inspection 
of  child  care  centers.  According  to  the  testimony  that  they  gave  us, 
this  is  literally  a  matter  of  life  and  death  in  some  of  our  commu- 
nities. So,  Mr.  Chairman  and  colleagues,  we  have  a  challenge  on 
two  fronts. 

If  we  underfund  quality  child  care  services,  what  we  are  going 
to  see  is  that  some  Americans  will  be  able  to  work  in  the  private 
sector  for  a  short  period  of  time,  but  they  are  going  to  end  right 
back  up  on  public  assistance.  So  first,  we  have  to  ensure  that  there 
is  adequate  funding.  My  sense  is  that  this  is  going  to  require  con- 
siderably more  resources  than  are  included  in  the  administration's 
proposal  in  their  bill. 

Second,  it  seems  to  me  as  part  of  this  effort,  we  ought  to  require 
that  the  recommendations  of  the  Inspector  General  on  beefing  up 
child  care  services  be  implemented.  It  is  absolutely  unacceptable 
that  we  have  youngsters  in  our  country  in  child  care  programs  that 
are  right  next  to  toxic  chemicals,  as  the  Inspector  General  learned. 
So  these  are  the  two  recommendations  that  I  would  offer  to  the 
subcommittee  and  Chairman  Ford. 

I  thank  you  for  the  chance  to  work  with  you,  and  I  would  ask 
with  your  indulgence  that  my  full  statement  go  into  the  record. 

Chairman  Ford.  It  will.  Your  full  statement  will  be  made  a  part 
of  the  record. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT 
REP.  RON  WYDEN 


BEFORE  THE  HAYS  AND  MEANS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON 
HUMAN  RESOURCES 


19  94  WELFARE  REFORM  PROPOSALS 
July  27,  1994 


Mr.  CUairman,  I  wish  to  aOa  my  voice  to  those  of  my  friends 
Bob  H.-xtsui,  George  Miller,  James  Clyburn,  and  others  in  support 
of  decent  quality  child  care  for  the  working  poor. 

Without  significant  improvemont  in  current  child  care 
services  in  tliis  country,  we  are  left  with  the  unwholesome 
spectre  of  millions  of  women  moving  on  and  off  welfare  in 
intcri'iinable  fashion  as  their  inadequate  child  support  systems 
fail.   Frankly,  I  am  concerned  that  the  absence  of  dependable 
child  care  services  could  become  the  Achilles  heel  of  our  reform 
effort. 

The  Small  Business  Subcommittee  that  I  chair  recently  held 
h<»aring3  on  problems  both  employees  and  employers  face  in 
identifying  or  establishing  child  care  services.   In  many 
communities,  there  simply  is  no  identifiable  support  system  to 
nurture  child  care  services  and  to  direct  working  poor  families 
to  tliora.   Workers  and  their  companies  pay  for  that  vacuum  in  the 
form  of  lost  hours,  lost  productivity  and,  in  some  cases,  lost 
jobs. 

'Vo   allovf  poor  families  to  break  out  of  the  cycle  of  poverty, 
welfare  reform  must  include  additional  resources  for  child  care: 

It  must  increase  financial  assistance  to  the  working  poor. 

It  must  make  improvements  to  transitional  child  care. 

It  must  require  family  counceling  and  additional  consumer 
information  about  the  availability  of  child  care. 

It  must  enlxance  our  ability  to  have  a  "seamless"  child  care 
system  that  focuses  on  quality  as  well  as  availability  and 
cost. 

These  improvements  become  even  more  important  as  we  consider 
the  Kinds  of  increased  strains  welfare  reform  will  place  on  an 
already  over-burdened,  under-funded  and  quality-questionable 
system. 

Here's  how  I  see  the  breakdown  of  needs: 

♦    'I'he  emergence  of  many  more  single-parent  households,  and 
households  in  which  both  parents  hold  full-time  jobs,  has 
placed  a  terrific  strain- on  an  already  over-burdened  child 
care  system. 

The  Census  Bureau  found  that  36  percent  of  dual-employed, 
married  couples  had  both  parents  vrorking  full-time  day  shifts. 
There  were  about  500,000  such  couples  in  which  both  parents  work 
full-time,  in  non-day-shift  jobs.  Their  options  for  work  can 
include  evening  or  weekend  hours,  the  times  most  difficult  to 
secure  child  care. 

Parents  struggling  to  get  off  the  welfare  rolls  sometimes 
liave  limited  child  care  choices.   Increasingly,  parents  are 
forced  to  accept  less-than-ideal,  unlicensed  child  care  services, 
or  place  their  children  in  licensed  care  facilities  that  are 
unsafe,  unsanitary  and  chronically  under-monitored  by  state 
agencies  charged  with  protecting  childrens*  health  and  welfare. 
Parents  lose  their  jobs  wh»»n  children  get  sick,  and  parents  are 
forced  to  stay  home  to  care  for  them. 


♦    A  place  must  be  found  for  kids  who  are  part  of  the 

approximately  4.5  million  American  households  on  Aid  to 
Families  with  Dependent  Children.   These  families  may 
represent  an  additional  9  million  children  who  will  require 
full-time  or  part-time  care  when  welfare  reform  is  enacted. 

The  transitional  care  benefit  under  the  Family  Support  Act 
of  1908  provides  one  year  of  child  care  reimbursement  for  people 
who  recently  left  the  AFDC  program  for  a  job  or  for  training 
likely  to  result  in  a  job.   A  limited  number  of  states  provide 
the  transition  care  benefit  to  20  percent  or  more  of  eligible 
families.   But  the  level  of  support  barely  scratches  the  surface 
of  need. 


Transitional  care  helps  welfare  parents  receive  training  and 
begin  their  jobs.   Hov/ever,  although  approximately  5  million 
families  receive  AFDC  benefits,  only  about  230,000  receive 
AFDC  child  care  in  any  given  month. 


Many  states  are  not  publicizing  the  program  because  they 
cannot  afford  the  cost  of  full  participation.   Some  critics 
charge  that  states  are  responding  to  their  budget  problems  by 
limiting  access  to  AFDC  child  care  and  reneging  on  the  guarantee 
of  child  care  in  the  1988  Act.   Families  struggling  toward  self- 
sufficiency  are  finding  tliat  the  door  to  important  information  is 
being  slammed  shut.   We  need  to  ensure  that  families  on  AFDC 
receive  appropriate  counseling  and  information  about  the 
availability  of  child  care  options  so  that  parents'  work  or 
training  do  not  occur  at  the  child's  expense. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  our  goal  should  be  a  seamless  system 
that  includes  financial  support  and  quality  control  to  protect 
our  kids. 

At  our  hearing,  the  Inspector  General  of  the  Department  of 
Health  and  Human  Services  reported  that  many  child  care 
centers  have  serious  health  and  safety  problems  such  as 
inoperable  toilets,  blocked  fire  exits,  and  access  to  toxic 
chemicals. 

The  General  Accounting  Office  reported  that  states  are 
cutting  the  budgets  of  agencies  charged  with  the 
licensing  and  inspection  of  day  care  centers. 
According  to  testimony  before  our  subcommittee,  this 
has  quite  literally  become  a  life-or-death  matter. 

None  of  us  is  under  the  illusion  that  additional  support 
for  decent  quality  child  care  comes  f ree-of-charge.   I  believe 
the  draft  of  the  Administration's  reform  plan  circulated  earlier 
this  year... and  that  has  since  been  cut  significantly .. .gave  us  a 
good  idea  about  what  some  of  these  costs  might  be. 

nut  I  ask  you  to  consider  the  alternative.   What  will 
happen  to  the  next  generation  of  welfare  family 
children  if  we  fail  to  make  these  investments,  now? 

Mr.  Chairman,  that  question  deserves  a  full  and  detailed 
discussion.   Thank  you  for  this  opportunity. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Are  there  any  members  with  questions  of  Mr 
Wyden? 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  would  only  like  to  thank  Ron  for  testifying  and 
calling  attention  to  this  issue,  because  I  think  you  raised  probably 
the  two  most  important  issues:  Health  care  and  child  care. 

Statistically,  and  this  is  from  studies  that  we  have  had,  as  you 
know,  in  the  first  year,  55  percent  of  the  women  on  welfare  leave 
welfare.  The  problem  is  that  77  percent  of  them  come  back  within 
7  years.  And  although  there  has  been  little  study,  it  is  essentially 
the  fact  that  they  do  better  on  welfare  than  they  do  in  the  private 
sector  if  they  are  on  a  minimum  wage  because  of  child  care  and 
also  because  of  the  health  benefits.  And  until  we  address  those  two 
issues,  we  are  not  going  to  get  at  the  core  problem  of  solving  the 
welfare  problem. 

It  is  not  the  hot  rhetoric  that  is  involved  in  this  issue.  It  is  a  very 
serious  problem  that  we  have  to  address  in  a  very,  very  judicious 
fashion,  I  think,  as  your  testimony  has  shown.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Wyden.  I  thank  my  colleague,  and  I  thank  him  for  all  of  his 
leadership  on  this  subcommittee  to  champion  the  child  care  causes. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Are  there  other  members  that  would  like  to  be 
heard?  If  not,  thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Wyden. 

Mr.  Clybum. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JAMES  E.  CLYBURN,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  SOUTH  CAROLINA 

Mr.  Clyburn.  Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I 
would  like  to  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  address  you  today.  You 
ought  to  be  commended  for  the  attention  that  you  have  given  to 
this  important  issue.  When  I  was  first  elected  to  Congress  back  in 
1992,  health  care  and  welfare  reform  were  at  the  top  of  my  list  of 
priorities.  I  am  pleased  that  both  of  these  interrelated  issues  are 
being  seriously  addressed  by  this  103d  Congress. 

In  these  halls,  in  the  media,  and  most  importantly,  from  AFDC 
recipients  in  our  own  districts,  we  hear  that  this  Nation's  welfare 
system  does  not  work.  We  have  all  heard  the  catchy  phrases  ap- 
plied to  welfare  reform  and  in  many  instances  many  of  us  have 
used  them  ourselves.  All  too  often  AFDC  recipients  are  singled  out 
and  separated  from  the  American  public  because  they  are  poor  and 
powerless.  But  I  would  like  to  see  not  only  the  rhetoric  change,  but 
the  policies  as  well. 

Much  has  been  said  about  the  need  to  educate  and  train  our  Na- 
tion's work  force  to  keep  it  competitive  into  the  21st  century.  Much 
the  same  thing  can  be  said  about  our  Nation's  AFDC  recipients. 
They  must  have  education  and  training  in  order  to  move  into  and 
remain  in  the  work  force. 

What  many  seem  to  forget  is  that  in  an  effort  to  provide  edu- 
cation and  training,  the  welfare  system  was  reformed  by  the  Fam- 
ily Support  Act  of  1988.  The  hallmark  of  this  plan,  the  JOBS  pro- 
gram, has  yet  to  be  fully  funded  nor  have  the  required  participa- 
tion rates  been  sufficient  to  make  a  difference.  Congressman  Mat- 
sui recognized  this  situation  when  he  introduced  H.R.  4767,  the 
Family  Self-Sufficiency  Act  of  1994,  of  which  I  am  proud  to  be  an 
original  cosponsor. 
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So  much  of  the  success  of  the  JOBS  program  has  been  over- 
shadowed by  its  partial  implementation.  Of  the  $3  billion  appro- 
priated for  the  JOBS  program  since  its  inception  in  fiscal  year 
1991,  only  $1.9  billion  has  been  matched  by  the  States.  My  own 
State  of  South  Carolina  has  had  to  forego  the  use  of  over  $18  mil- 
lion or  over  50  percent  of  the  funds  appropriated  for  its  use  since 
fiscal  year  1991  because  of  fiscal  restraints.  H.R.  4767  would  not 
only  raise  the  appropriation  for  the  JOBS  program  to  nearly  $4  bil- 
lion by  fiscal  year  1998,  but  would  also  raise  the  required  partici- 
pation rate  from  the  current  level  of  15  percent  in  fiscal  year  1994 
to  50  percent  by  fiscal  year  1999. 

H.R.  4767  not  only  expands  the  JOBS  program,  but  also  includes 
provisions  to  increase  transitional  benefits  and  to  strengthen  fami- 
lies. Rarely  do  entry-level  jobs  provide  the  wages  and  benefits  nec- 
essary for  self-sufficiency  so  many  Americans  take  for  granted,  but 
the  extension  of  transitional  Medicaid  coverage  and  child  support 
will  provide  the  new  worker  with  enough  support  to  remain  at 
work.  Also,  for  the  first  time,  aid  to  two-parent  AFDC  families 
would  be  determined  by  need  and  not  employment  status,  thereby 
ending  one  of  the  largest  disincentives  to  marriage  and  family  life. 

Conspicuously  absent  from  this  bill  is  an  arbitrary  time  limit 
popularized  by  the  phrase  "2  years  and  out."  Contrary  to  what 
many  believe,  the  majority  of  AFDC  recipients  do  enter  the  work 
force  within  2  years.  It  is  the  nature  of  these  low-wage  jobs  which 
forces  them  back  on  to  AFDC  because  of  the  lack  of  affordable  child 
care  and  health  care  coverage.  That  is  not  to  say  the  absence  of  a 
time  limit  discourages  work.  In  fact,  under  this  bill,  50  percent  of 
each  State's  JOBS  program  enrollment  must  be  working,  and  ex- 
pansion of  the  JOBS  program  and  transitional  benefits  will  en- 
hance the  ability  of  AFDC  recipients  to  find  jobs  and  keep  them. 

H.R.  4767  realizes  that  finding  adequate  private  sector  jobs  will 
be  difficult.  In  my  district  of  South  Carolina,  there  are  counties 
with  double  digit  unemployment,  where  it  is  extremely  difficult  to 
find  private  sector  jobs.  The  absence  of  arbitrary  time  limits  means 
that  there  is  no  need  for  a  massive  public  works  program  which  not 
only  could  be  extremely  costly,  but  could  also  have  the  potential  to 
displace  other  low- wage  workers  as  well. 

Once  again,  I  want  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  members 
of  the  subcommittee,  for  the  time  you  have  allowed  me  to  address 
this  issue.  I  would  also  like  to  commend  Mr.  Matsui  for  introducing 
H.R.  4767,  and  I  thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Clyburn.  Are  there 
members  that  would  like  to  be  heard? 

Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  would  just  like  to  thank  you,  Jim,  for  cosponsoring 
the  legislation  and  for  your  testimony  today  and  the  time  that  you 
have  taken  today.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Clyburn.  Thank  you  so  much. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Clyburn. 

Mrs.  Meyers,  you  are  recognized. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JAN  MEYERS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  KANSAS 

Mrs.  Meyers.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Ford.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  am  very  pleased  to  be  here  testifying  on  welfare  reform  today.  I 
think  it  is  the  most  important  domestic  problem  that  we  have.  Not 
only  because  it  spends  about  $70  billion  a  year,  and  I  will  run 
through  those  figures  with  you  to  show  you  how  I  got  to  that  point 
if  you  would  like  me  to,  Chairman  Ford,  but  because  I  think  there 
has  been  a  terrible  waste  of  lives,  and  we  simply  must  change  our 
direction. 

I  would  like  to  point  out  why  my  bill  is  different.  Most  of  the  pro- 
posals you  are  going  to  hear  about  today  add  another  $10  billion 
to  the  system,  and  focus  again  on  Federal  day  care  programs  and 
Federal  work  programs.  I  don't  think  Federal  work  programs  have 
worked  very  well,  and  I  think  it  is  time  that  we  begin  to  back  off 
in  a  very  slow  and  compassionate  manner,  because  I  think  every 
time  we  add  another  $10  billion  to  the  system,  we  attract  people 
to  the  program  by  the  millions. 

So  that  is  one  reason  my  bill  is  different.  Another  reason  it  is  dif- 
ferent is  because  it  is  a  bipartisan  bill.  I  have  about  55  cosponsors, 
and  10  percent  of  them  are  Democrats.  The  cosponsors  span  the 
whole  spectrum,  Mr.  Chairman,  from  very  Conservative  to  the  most 
Moderate  Members  of  Congress  that  we  have. 

Let  me  give  you  two  statistics,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  show  you  what 
my  problem  is  with  our  current  system:  By  the  year  2000,  that  is 
only  5V2  years  from  now — 80  percent  of  the  minority  children  and 
40  percent  of  all  children  in  this  country  are  going  to  be  bom  out 
of  wedlock. 

The  second  statistic  is  if  you  graduate  from  high  school,  get  mar- 
ried and  don't  have  your  first  child  until  you  are  20,  of  that  group 
of  people,  only  8  percent  are  in  poverty.  On  the  other  hand,  if  you 
don't  graduate  from  high  school,  don't  get  married  and  have  your 
first  child  as  a  teen,  of  that  group  of  people,  80  percent  are  in  pov- 
erty. I  think  our  welfare  policies  unwittingly,  perhaps  with  the  best 
of  intentions,  have  created  our  own  teenage  pregnancy  problem.  We 
have  created  our  own  poverty  problem,  and  all  of  that  means  a 
miserable  life  for  a  great  many  people. 

I  would  like  you  to  look  at  the  third  paragraph  of  rny  testimony 
which  you  have  before  you.  In  1988,  the  last  time  Congress  re- 
formed welfare,  supporters  claimed  that  the  real  cost  of  their  re- 
form would  only  be  $3  billion,  because  so  many  people  would  get 
off  the  welfare  rolls. 

Instead,  what  was  supposed  to  cost  $3  billion  cost  $13  billion 
over  a  5-year  period,  and  less  than  1  percent  of  the  welfare  popu- 
lation is  working.  We  cannot  go  that  route  again.  We  cannot  put 
in  another  $10  billion  and  attract  millions  more  onto  the  system. 

I  would  like  you  to  look  at  about  the  seventh  paragraph  of  my 
testimony,  if  you  have  it  in  front  of  you,  because  it  explains  what 
I  would  do  about  a  work  program.  If  I  don't  want  a  Federal  work 
program,  if  I  don't  want  a  Federal  day  care  program,  how  am  I 
going  to  finance  this  and  what  am  I  going  to  do? 

Under  H.R.  1293,  the  Federal  Government  would  save  $6  to  $8 
billion  over  5  years.  As  you  know,  there  are  three  large  entitlement 
programs  involved  in  welfare.  That  is,  AFDC,  food  stamps  and 
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Medicaid.  I  freeze  just  one  of  them,  send  it  back  to  the  States  in 
block  grants  with  only  two  Federal  mandates:  No  AFDC  unless 
both  parents  are  18,  and  no  AFDC  at  any  age  until  the  child's  fa- 
ther is  absolutely  identified.  Both  changes  would  be  prospective. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  want  to  go  back  in  time,  because  we  don't 
want  to  penalize  anybody  who  is  currently  on  welfare.  Because  my 
bill  has  been  scored  by  the  CBO  to  save  $6  to  $8  billion,  it  means 
the  States  collectively  would  save  $5  to  $6.5  billion. 

Now,  the  reason  that  is  is  because  AFDC  is  a  55/45  program:  55 
percent  of  funding  comes  from  the  Federal  Government,  45  percent 
comes  from  the  States.  If  we  save  $6  to  $8  billion,  they  save  $5  to 
$6  billion.  I  want  them  to  use  that  pool  of  money  that  is  freed  up 
to  target  work  and  training  programs  at  the  State  level.  We  would 
give  maximum  flexibility  to  the  States.  Let  the  States  be  the  lab- 
oratories. I  believe  letting  the  States  devise  work  and  day  care  pro- 
grams is  infinitely  more  sensible  than  mandating  them  at  the  Fed- 
eral level,  because  what  works  in  New  Jersey  may  not  work  very 
well  in  Kansas.  What  works  in  Miami,  Fla.  is  not  going  to  work  in 
Billings,  Mont. 

We  have  been  trying  to  force  a  one-size-fits-all  work  and  training 
program  on  the  United  States,  and  it  just  simply  has  not  worked. 
As  witness,  the  fact  that  after  our  excellent  1988  effort,  less  than 
1  percent  of  the  welfare  population  is  working. 

There  is  not  one  provision  in  this  bill,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  tries 
to  be  punitive  or  moralistic.  It  simply  is  trying  to  recognize  the  fact 
that  the  States  do  much  better  in  targetting  welfare  than  the  Fed- 
eral Government.  We  have  made  welfare  benefits  so  attractive,  it 
is  not  a  moneymaker — ^you  are  right — but  by  making  it  so  attrac- 
tive to  15-year-old  young  women,  I  think  we  have  hurt  more  people 
than  we  have  helped,  and  we  have  destroyed  a  lot  of  lives. 

What  we  say  to  young  women  is,  if  you  will  have  two  children 
with  no  man  in  the  house,  we  will  give  you  $500  a  month  AFDC, 
and  $300  a  month  food  stamps,  and  pay  all  your  medical  bills,  and 
for  about  a  third  of  you,  we  will  find  you  a  place  to  live  and  pay 
for  it.  We  will  send  you  to  a  college  or  a  training  school  to  help  get 
you  off  welfare.  We  will  give  you  $200  a  month  for  child  care  while 
you  are  attending  that  college  or  training  school,  and  we  will  give 
you  $25  a  month  for  transportation.  And  this  is  not  a  great  life. 
You  and  I  know  that.  But  if  you  are  15  and  you  are  under  some 
boyfriend  pressure,  and  your  life  looks  a  little  drab  and  you  want 
something  to  love,  that  is  an  $18,000  package,  and  you  take  it.  And 
statistics  show  that  if  you  enter  the  AFDC  system  as  a  teenager, 
you  will  probably  be  on  AFDC  for  at  least  10  years. 

I  think  it  is  time  that  we  direct  in  our  welfare  policies  so  that 
they  begin  to  save  lives  and  help  people,  rather  than  to  just  throw 
more  money  at  the  problem.  I  appreciate  very  much  your  hearing 
me. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:! 
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STATEMENT  OF  THE  HONORABLE  JAN  MEYERS  (KS  -  3) 

Before  the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 

Hearings  on  Welfare  Reform 

July  27,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify  before 
the  Ways  and  Means  Human  Resources  Subcommittee  today  on  welfare 
reform.   It  is  a  pleasure  to  be  here,  and  I  believe  there  is  no 
more  pressing  issue  before  Congress  than  welfare  reform. 

If  our  current  illegitimacy  rates  continue  unabated,  by  the 
year  2000,  80%  of  minority  children,  and  40%  of  all  children  in 
this  country  will  be  born  out  of  wedlock.   This  crisis  has  severe 
economic  and  societal  costs  associated  with  it,  which  will 
bankrupt  our  nation  if  not  checked.   In  1992,  the  federal 
government  sent  $34  billion  to  never-married,  teenage  mothers 
through  the  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children,  Food  Stamps, 
Medicaid,  and  housing — the  major  entitlement  programs  to  help 
low-income  children  and  their  families.   If  the  entire  AFDC 
caseload  were  considered,  the  cost  would  be  closer  to  $70 
billion. 

In  1988,  the  last  time  Congress  "reformed"  welfare, 
supporters  claimed  that  the  real  cost  of  reform  would  only  be  $3 
billion  because  so  many  would  get  off  the  welfare  rolls. 
Instead,  what  was  supposed  to  cost  $3  billion — actually  cost  $13 
billion — and  less  than  1%  of  the  welfare  population  is  working. 
Worse  than  the  wasted  money  was  the  effect  on  lives.   People 
flooded  onto  the  rolls.   In  1988,  proponents  said  we  would  not 
have  5  million  families  on  welfare  until  1998.   We  reached  that 
number  in  early  1993,  and  are  closer  to  6  million  currently. 

Indeed,  since  the  War  on  Poverty  began  in  1965,  America  has 
spent  $4  trillion  dollars  only  to  see  more  and  more  children  born 
into  poverty.   Yet  we  know  that  if  a  young  adult  finishes  high 
school,  gets  married,  and  reaches  age  20  before  having  a  child — 
the  chances  of  that  family  living  in  poverty  is  only  8%.   If  that 
same  young  person  fails  to  do  any  or  all  of  these  things,  chances 
that  a  child  will  be  born  into  poverty  is  79%. 

My  bill,  H.R.  1293,  The  Welfare  and  Teenage  Pregnancy 
Reduction  Act,  freezes  only  one  of  the  major  entitlements — AFDC. 
It  would  send  this  money  to  the  state  in  block  grants,  giving 
them  maximum  flexibility  to  devise  programs  to  help  those  on 
AFDC,  or  assist  them  in  getting  off  the  welfare  rolls.   The 
existing  federal  bureaucracy  which  hampers  innovative  state 
programs  would  be  dismantled. 


In  my  bill,  there  are  only  two  federal  mandates:  1)  no  AFDC 
monthly  grant  unless  both  parents  are  18  years  of  age;  and  2)  no 
AFDC  (at  any  age)  unless  the  father  is  legally  identified.   Both 
mandates  are  prospective,  and  would  begin  within  a  year  of 
enactment  of  the  bill. 

Under  H.R.  1293,  the  federal  government  would  save  $6-8 
billion  over  5  years.   But  just  as  important,  the  states 
collectively  would  save  $5  to  $6.5  billion  since  AFDC  is  55% 
federally  funded  and  4  5%  state  funded.   With  this  money  freed  up 
at  the  state  level,  the  states  could  develop  targeted  work  and 
training  programs  that  would  be  more  effective  than  a  "one  size 
fits  all"  training  and  daycare  program  run  at  the  federal  level. 
What  works  in  New  Jersey  may  not  meet  Kansas'  needs. 

We  must  change  the  direction  of  our  welfare  programs.   If  it 
costs  more  money,  it's  not  welfare  reform — it's  welfare 
expansion.   The  time  has  come  to  reverse  our  course,  and  begin  to 
spend  less,  but  we  must  back  off  in  a  slow  and  compassionate 
manner.   Welfare  should  be  short-term  help  over  a  difficult  time 
in  life.   Instead,  it  has  become  an  incentive  to  join  the  welfare 
system,  and  a  long-teirm  way  of  life. 

It  is  not  enough  to  provide  programs  to  get  people  off 
welfare.   We  must  stop  attracting  them  into  the  system.   Once  a 
teenager  has  one  or  two  children,  statistically  she  will  remain 
on  the  roles  for  at  least  ten  years  or  more.   That  means  a  life 
of  guaranteed  poverty. 

As  you  consider  changes  to  our  current  welfare  system,  I 
again  want  to  point  out,  and  hope  you  will  all  keep  in  mind:   If 
welfare  "reform"  costs  more  money,  it's  not  "reform,"  it's 
welfare  expansion.   We  have  kept  the  cruel  trap  of  welfare 
dependency  attracting  our  poor  for  too  long. 

I  urge  you  to  support  meaningful  welfare  reform  now,  before 
we  pull  in  any  more  young  people  and  condemn  them  to  a  life  of 
poverty. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Mrs.  Meyers,  I  really  appreciate  your  comments 
on  illegitimacy.  I  don't  disagree  with  them.  But  when  a  child  is 
born,  what  do  we  do  with  the  child?  I  hear  you  about  the  mother, 
the  illegitimacy  question,  and  I  embrace  that.  But,  what  do  we  do 
about  the  child  that  is  bom?  I  mean  the  child  was  not  15  years  of 
age  and  having  boyfriend  problems  or  wants  someone  to  love.  This 
is  a  child.  What  about  the  child?  Do  we  walk  away?  Do  we  flush 
the  child  down  the  commode,  or  what  do  we  do? 

Mrs.  Meyers.  This  is  one  reason  why  I  only  froze  one  program. 
You  are  going  to  hear  from  a  bill  later  that  freezes  about  65  pro- 
grams. I  freeze  one  program.  I  do  not  freeze  food  stamps,  Medicaid, 
housing.  Head  Start,  WIC,  any  of  them.  I  freeze  only  AFDC,  be- 
cause I  think  that  is  the  incentive  program.  But 

Chairman  Ford.  For  the  adult  person,  yes.  I  mean  that  is  fine. 
But  if  we  can  get  the  twist  to  protect  the  children.  The  children, 
you  know,  through  no  fault  of  their  own  are  here,  what  do  we  do? 
We  have  to  address  that  issue,  I  think,  if  we  are  going  to  do  some- 
thing with  this  illegitimacy  problem  out  here.  Children  being  bom 
out  of  wedlock,  all  of  these  things  are  being  addressed,  absolutely. 
But  I  don't  want  us  to  take  our  eye  off  the  prize. 

We  should  try  to  focus  on  the  welfare  expenditures.  You  describe 
a  15-year-old.  That  is  the  problem,  that  we  haven't  protected  the 
children  that  are  living  in  poverty  and  living  in  these  rat-infested 
shacks  that  are  unfit  for  human  nabitation  in  this  country,  totally 
different  from  the  way  other  Americans  are  living  and  they  have 
not  been  exposed  to  another  way  of  living. 

Mrs.  Meyers.  I  think  your  question  is  excellent  and  it  is  the  first 
one  that  people  ask  me.  And  I  think  the  answer  is  in  three  state- 
ments. One,  I  think  that  if  you  freeze  AFDC  and  say  none  until  18, 
no  AFDC  until  that  child  is  18,  I  think  you  are  going  to  find,  Mr. 
Chairman 

Chairman  Ford.  I  wouldn't  have  a  problem  in  saying  no  AFDC, 
period.  But  when  mistakes  happen,  what  do  we  say  to  the  little 
baby?  I  am  not  quite  sure. 

Mrs.  Meyers.  I  think  you  will  find  that  teenage  pregnancy  is 
going  to  drop  dramatically.  That  is  the  first  thing.  The  second  thing 
is,  it  frees  up  a  large  pool  of  money  at  the  State  level 

Chairman  Ford.  It  is  a  real  problem,  the  teenage  pregnancy 
problem. 

Mrs.  Meyers.  And  the  third  thing  is,  I  don't  freeze  food  stamps 
and  I  don't  freeze  Medicaid,  and  presumably  this  young  woman 
was  living  some  place  before  she  became  pregnant,  and  therefore, 
she  will  go  on  living  there  afterward.  But  I  recognize  some  can't. 
Some  will  get  kicked  out  of  their  house.  Therefore,  that  pool  of 
money  that  is  freed  up  at  the  State  level  becomes  very  important 
to  take  care  of  those  situations  that  don't  fit  into  the  mold,  because 
I  do  feel  we  do  not  want  anyone  to  slip  through  the  cracks,  espe- 
cially little  babies. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mrs.  Meyers.  Do  any 
members  have  any  questions? 

Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  just  want  to  congratulate  Mrs.  Meyers.  She 
participated  in  the  Republican  Task  Force  on  Welfare  Reform  and 
was  a  constant  attender,  a  very  strong  advocate  for  her  position 
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and  someone  who  has  done  a  lot  of  work  on  this  issue  and  has  pre- 
pared very  well,  and  I  appreciate  you  coming  and  sharing  your  tes- 
timony with  the  committee. 

Mrs.  Meyers.  Well,  I  just  thank  the  committee  very,  very  much. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Levin. 

Mr.  Levin.  If  I  might.  I  have  some  agreement  with  you  about 
State  flexibility,  though  I  think  how  it  is  implemented  is  important. 
But  let  me  just  say  one  thing  in  addition  about  your  testimony.  In 
the  fourth  paragraph  it  says,  indeed,  since  the  war  on  poverty 
began  in  1965,  America  has  spent  $4  trillion  only  to  see  more  and 
more  children  born  into  poverty. 

Just  so  we  remember  the  facts,  I  would  like  to  just  go  back  over 
table  H-4  briefly  and  cite  the  figures  on  the  percentage  of  children 
in  poverty.  In  1965,  that  percentage  was  21  percent.  It  was  23 
percent  in  1964.  The  war  on  poverty  you  say  began  in  1965.  The 
percentage  of  children  in  poverty  after  1964  was  21,  17,  16  percent. 
I  am  leaving  off  the  halves,  15,  14,  15,  15,  15,  went  down  to  14.4 
percent  in  1973.  And  stayed  in  that  vicinity,  and  then  in  1980  went 
to  18  percent,  1981,  20  percent,  1982,  21  percent,  1983,  22  percent, 
et  cetera. 

So  I  just  think — and  I  am  not  suggesting  that  there  was  a  one- 
for-one  causation — that  there  were  other  causes  of  the  drop  in  chil- 
dren's poverty  besides  the  programs  under  the  war  on  poverty.  But 
I  think  to  make  a  blanket  inference  that  there  has  been  since  the 
war  on  poverty  began  in  1965,  an  upward  trend  in  children  in  pov- 
erty is  simply  incorrect  factually. 

Mrs.  Meyers.  I  didn't  mean  to  indicate  that  there  had  been  an 
upward  trend.  I  meant  to  indicate  that,  you  know,  after  many, 
many  years  of  trying  to  resolve  this  problem  and  each  time  putting 
in  more  money  and  trying  new  things,  we  have  about  the  same  per- 
centage of  children  in  poverty  that  we  had  in  the  early  seventies. 
And  I  will  certainly  doublecheck  that.  But  that  is  the  way  my  sta- 
tistics have  shown. 

Mr.  Levin.  In  the  early  seventies,  in  1973  we  had  14  percent.  In 
1992,  21,  22  percent.  So  there  is  something  at  work  besides 

Mrs.  Meyers.  I  think  also,  Congressman,  the  overall  percentage 
of  population  has  to  factor  into  that.  You  are  comparing  with  a 
larger  number.  But  let  me  check  the  statistics  and  I  will  talk  with 
you  at  a  later  time.  My  understanding  was  that  after  all  of  these 
many  years,  there  was  about  the  same  percentage  of  people  on  pov- 
erty as  when  we  started  the  war  on  poverty.  But  I  would  like  to 
see  us  try  to  take  the  incentive  out  of  the  picture  is  all  I  am  saying, 
especially  for  very  impressionable  young  people.  And  I  think  AFDC 
is  the  incentive  part  of  the  program. 

I  don't  think  people  have  babies  to  get  money.  I  am  not  indicat- 
ing that.  It  is  an  enormously  complex  picture;  it  is  because  they  are 
in  poverty,  their  life  is  drab,  they  want  something  to  love,  they  are 
under  boyfriend  pressure,  they  are  under  peer  pressure,  they  are 
unhappy  at  home.  There  are  so  many  reasons.  But  then  along 
comes  the  Federal  Government  and  says,  I  will  give  you  $18,000 
a  year  if  you  will  have  two  children  with  no  man  in  the  house,  and 
I  think  it  has  come  to  the  point  where  we  ought  to  look  at  a  dif- 
ferent direction. 
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Mr.  Levin.  By  the  way,  is  there  research  that  supports  the  no- 
tion that  the  AFDC  payment  is  the  major  cause  of  pregnancy 
among  unwed  mothers? 

Mrs.  Meyers.  I  don't  think  that  there  is  research  that  shows 
that  that  is  the  only  cause  or  the  major  cause.  What  the  research 
shows  is  that  that  takes  away  the  last  barrier.  If  this  is  what  the 
young  woman  wants  to  do,  because  of  all  of  the  factors  that  I  just 
mentioned,  then  that  takes  away  the  last  barrier  and  she  has  that 
child,  and  the  tragic  part  is,  that  if  they  start  as  teenagers,  they 
will  probably  have  three  or  four  children.  They  will  be  on  AFDC 
their  entire  lives  and  in  poverty  their  entire  lives. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Matsui. 

Mr.  Matsui.  I  will  be  very  brief.  I  know  we  have  a  number  of 
witnesses. 

Jan,  I  think  you  are  right,  because  we  had  testimony  from  Dr. 
Ellwood  and  Dr.  Bane  yesterday  that  there  are  no  studies  that 
show  that  there  are  no  studies  that  show  that  there  is  a  relation- 
ship between  receiving  AFDC  benefits  and  having  more  additional 
children  for  those  on  welfare  or  those  not  on  welfare.  What  is  inter- 
esting, and  I  am  trying  to  have  staff  figure  this  out,  we  have  ap- 
proximately 1991  statistics.  Mr.  Primus  was  an  author  of  this 
"Green  Book"  when  he  was  with  the  committee  staff.  We  have  1.2 
million  out-of-wedlock  births  per  year.  That  is  what  the  numbers 
show,  1991  numbers,  I  believe  it  is. 

I  can't  find  anywhere  the  number  of  these  people  who  are  on  wel- 
fare. What  is  interesting  is  obviously  any — well,  not  any,  but  usu- 
ally a  woman  who  has  a  child  while  she  is  on  welfare,  it  is  more 
than  likely  going  to  be  an  out-of-wedlock  birth.  We  really  ought  to 
find  out  statistically  what  percentage  of  the  1.2  million  are  actually 
on  welfare,  because  we  need  to  make  sure  we  are  targeting  the 
right  issue. 

In  other  words,  is  this  a  problem  in  the  Nation  as  a  whole,  which 
I  think  it  probably  is,  or  is  this  a  problem  that  is  restricted  to  a 
large  extent  to  people  on  AFDC?  You  see,  that  is  what  we  really 
need  to  discuss,  because  if  we  are  going  to  send  signals,  we  better 
send  it  to  the  right  population.  I  think  what  we  really  need  is  to 
gather  data  in  this  area  to  find  out  what  the  problem  is. 

For  example,  55  percent  of  recipients  go  off  welfare  after  the  first 
12  months,  but  77  percent  of  them  go  back  on  to  welfare.  Now,  why 
does  that  happen?  I  think  we  have  a  responsibility  before  we  pass 
legislation  to  know  why  77  percent  go  back  on  welfare. 

Mrs.  Meyers.  And  I  think 

Mr.  Matsui.  These  are  some  of  the  questions  that  I  think  we 
need  to  answer  before  we  move  forward. 

Mrs.  Meyers.  Just  a  couple  of 

Chairman  Ford.  Mrs.  Meyers,  I  am  awfully  sorry,  maybe  you 
can  respond  in  writing.  I  don't  want  to  get  bogged  down.  Mr.  Mat- 
sui, I  am  sorry  to  cut  you  off.  Mr.  Kopetski  did  have  one  question 
if  he  can  do  it  in  20  seconds. 

Mr.  Kopetski.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Actually,  it  is  15  sec- 
onds, because  I  always  remember  this  nun  in  the  ninth  grade  who 
told  me,  you  know,  it  is  amazing  what  a  15-second,  spine-tingling 
experience  can  do  to  the  rest  of  your  life.  And  I  just  don't  believe 
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that  children  under  18  years  of  age  are  going  to  change  their  be- 
havior if  the  Federal  Government  denies  them  AFDC  payments. 

Mrs.  Meyers.  I  think  it  is  going  to  change  a  mindset,  Mr. 
Kopetski.  I  think  it  is  going  to  mean  that  young  women  at  the  age 
of  12  or  13  are  going  to  begin  to  realize  that  they  are  not  going 
to  be  paid  $500  a  month  if  they  get  pregnant. 

Mr.  Kopetski.  You  see,  I  don't  think  that  is  in  their  mind  what- 
soever, in  this  15  seconds  of  a  spine-tingling  experience. 

Mrs.  Meyers.  Well,  perhaps  you  are  right.  I  think  it  is  time 
that — I  believe  very  strongly  that  it  has  become  an  incentive,  and 
that  young  women  begin  to  look  at  their  older  sisters  and  their 
peers  in  the  community  and  see  what  is  happening  to  them  when 
they  have  a  child,  that  they  get  $500  a  month  and  a  big  package 
of  $18,000. 

I  think  their  conduct  would  be  a  great  deal  different  as  I  think 
the  conduct  of  the  young  men  would  be  different,  if  we  absolutely 
identified  them.  I  think  if  young  men  knew  that  they  were  going 
to  have  the  financial  responsibility  of  fatherhood,  that  maybe  a  few 
more  of  them  would  actually  decide  to  be  fathers.  We  need  to  know 
precisely  who  these  young  men  are,  Mr.  Ford. 

Although  it  is  in  the  law  now,  in  many  cases  we  don't.  We  have 
a  lot  of  names  like  I  guess  it  was  Bill  Jones,  but  we  don't  have  Wil- 
liam J.  Jones  bom  January  20,  1978,  in  Lincoln,  Nebr.,  and  this 
is  his  Social  Security  number,  and  until  we  do,  we  are  not  going 
to  be  able  to  collect  child  support  enforcement. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mrs.  Meyers. 

Mrs.  Meyers.  Thank  you  so  much  for  hearing  me. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  next  panel  is  on  H.R.  3500,  the  Respon- 
sibility and  Empowerment  Support  Program  Providing  Employ- 
ment, Child  Care  and  Training  Act.  The  Honorable  member  of  this 
committee,  Mr.  Santorum;  a  member  of  this  committee  also,  Hon. 
E.  Clay  Shaw;  along  with  Hon.  Tom  DeLay  of  Texas;  and  Hon.  Mi- 
chael Castle  of  Delaware. 

I  understand  that  the  minority  whip  is  tied  up  and  can't  make 
it,  but  let  me  say,  Mr.  Santorum,  I  know  it  was  sort  of  an  outburst 
with  me  on  the  committee,  but  I  do  respect  in  every  way  you  as 
chairman  of  the  Task  Force  for  the  Republican  Party  on  Welfare 
Reform  here  on  the  Congress,  and  by  no  means  will  let  that  take 
away  from  your  ability  to  respond  to  these  welfare  issues,  and  I  am 
sure  that  your  party  members  think  you  have  done  a  great  job  on 
it. 

There  are  many  parts  of  your  bill  that  I  and  others  in  this  Con- 
gress disagree  with,  and  it  is  clear  that  there  are  so  many  different 
viewpoints  on  welfare  reform  and  the  welfare  system  in  this  Con- 
gress, not  only  from  this  side  of  the  aisle,  but  from  Democrats  over- 
all, and  I  am  sure  that  is  true  with  the  members  of  your  own  party 
here. 

So  at  this  time,  Mr.  Santorum,  the  committee  will  recognize  you 
as  a  member  of  this  committee  and  as  a  chairman  of  the  Task 
Force  for  the  Republican  Party  for  the  Republican  bill. 


443 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  RICK  SANTORUM,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  PENNSYLVANIA 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  before  I  get  into 
the  testimony,  I  just  wanted  to  provide  for  the  committee  as  a  re- 
sult of  my  side  bar  conversation  with  you,  which  is  that  the  means- 
tested  programs  addressed  in  the  Clinton  welfare  reform  bill  will 
cost  us  $202.7  billion  in  1994  outlays.  I  had  suggested  that  the 
total  welfare  budget  was  $244  billion.  Of  that  total,  those  programs 
specifically  referred  to  in  the  Clinton  bill  are  expected  to  cost 
$202.7  billion.  That  is  from  the  CBO  baseline,  and  the  CRS.  So  I 
think 

Chairman  Ford.  So  we  will  not  have  an  outburst,  and  this  is  in 
a  very  kind  manner.  Just  for  the  record,  the  earned  income  tax 
credits,  you  don't  have  to  be  on  AFDC  or  welfare  to  receive  that 
tax  credit;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  is  correct,  Mr.  Chairman,  but  that  program 
is  addressed  in  the  welfare  bill. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  understand.  I  am  not  trying  to  take  that 
away. 

Mr.  Samtorum.  It  is  part  of  the  welfare  reform. 

Chairman  FoRD.  I  don't  want  to  give  it  to  the  total  welfare  popu- 
lation. You  don't  have  to  be  on  welfare  to  receive  food  stamps  in 
this  country  and  the  majority  of  the  people  that  receive  food 
stamps  are  not  on  AFDC.  The  supplemental  security  income  pro- 
gram falls  under  Social  Security  for  disabled  people,  the  disabled 
citizens  of  this  country,  and  it  is  not  directly  associated  with 
AFDC.  The  same  is  true  with  Medicaid. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  guess  maybe  the  problem  here,  Mr.  Chairman, 
is  what  your  definition  of  welfare  is.  If  your  definition  of  welfare 
is  simply  the  AFDC  program,  then  I  thinlc  you  may  be  accurate  in 
saying  we  only  spend  $17  billion  a  year  on  welfare.  But  I  don't  be- 
lieve that  is  an  accurate  depiction  of  what  the  vast  majority  of 
Americans  see  as  the  welfare  system,  and  I  think  they  recognize 
that  Medicaid  is  part  of  the  welfare  system. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  would  agree  with  that. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Because  food  stamps  are  part  of  the  welfare  sys- 
tem. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  not  in  disagreement  with  you  on  that  at 
all.  But  I  just  want  to  limit  it,  if  the  Medicaid  program  is  $85  bil- 
lion, I  don't  think  the  children  who  are  part  of  the  welfare  popu- 
lation should  be  associated  with  nursing  home  care  for  the  elderly 
under  the  Medicaid  program  that  spends  a  large  portion  of  those 
dollars. 

If  we  have  $85  billion,  we  can  narrow  it  down  to  the  13  million 
people  actually  in  the  welfare  population.  We  have  expenditures 
out  of  the  Medicaid  program  that  would  be  associated  with  them. 
I  think  that  would  be  correct.  The  same  is  true  with  food  stamps. 
I  wouldn't  want  the  elderly  and  other  citizens  of  this  country  who 
receive  food  stamps,  and  are  not  a  part  of  the  welfare  population 
to  be  included.  You  know  and  I  know  you,  in  your  bill  today,  you 
are  trying  to  address  the  problems  of  the  welfare  population  and 
you,  too,  are  concerned  about  the  children  within  the  welfare  popu- 
lation. I  don't  want  to  put  a  $202  billion  blame  on  them,  because 
believe  me,  if  we  focus  $202  billion  on  the  welfare  population,  I  am 


444 

convinced,  like  you  would  be,  that  they  would  empower  themselves 
and  they  would  never  look  back  at  welfare. 

They  would  be  business  leaders  and  they  would  be  everything 
else  that  we  would  want  them  to  be  in  this  country  with  that  kind 
of  money.  To  associate  them  and  say  it  goes  to  the  13  million  peo- 
ple that  we  are  talking  about  I  don  t  think  is  a  fair  assessment  of 
the  system  itself. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  think  that  is  probably  a  good  segue  into  this 
discussion,  because  I  couldn't  disagree  with  you  more  that  if  we 
spent  $202  million  in  the  existing  welfare  system,  that  those  people 
would  be  in  better  shape.  I,  in  fact,  think  that  the  problem  is  not 
a  question  of  resources,  it  is  a  question  of  structure,  and  that  the 
structure  of  the  welfare  system  is  in  fact  destructive  of  just  what 
we  want  to  achieve,  which  is  to  get  people  out  of  poverty.  And  that 
is  one  of  the  things  that  we  seek  to  address  here  in  the  Republican 
bill. 

As  cochairman,  along  with  Tom  DeLay  of  the  Republican  Task 
Force  that  was  constructed  IV2  years  ago  by  the  Republican  leader- 
ship, we  had  the  task  of  putting  together  the  Republican  position 
on  welfare  reform.  We  had  tremendous  input  from  many  members 
of  our  caucus.  Clay  Shaw,  who  has  been  really  the  Republican  lead- 
er on  welfare  for  many  years,  played  an  instrumental  role  and  he 
will  testify,  as  did  Mike  Castle,  who  is  a  former  Governor,  and  gave 
tremendous  insight  as  to  the  State  perspective  on  having  dealt 
with  that  as  a  Governor  in  the  State  of  Delaware.  So  you  will  hear 
from  them  today. 

I  will  say  to  you  that  this  was  a  process  that  took  us  the  better 
part  of  a  year  to  put  together  a  bill,  and  involved  intensive  meet- 
ings. We  came  up  with  a  proposal  that  has  over  160  Republican  co- 
sponsors  on  it.  We  have  a  discharge  petition  to  discharge  the  bill 
with  close  to  150  Members  on  the  discharge  petition,  and  more 
coming  every  day. 

It  is  a  process  that  we  have  worked  diligently  on  to  try  to  move 
this  ball  forward.  Because  we  believe  that  in  fact  there  is  a  welfare 
crisis,  that  there  is  a  crisis  in  the  family,  there  is  a  crisis  in  the 
inner  cities  with  respect  to  what  welfare  nas  done  to  many  commu- 
nities and  families,  and  we  believe  that  it  should  be  one  of  the  top 
priorities,  if  not  the  top  priority  of  this  Congress  to  move  forward 
with  a  bill,  and  we  are  willing  to  work  together. 

In  fact,  you  know,  there  are  some  things  that  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration did  take  from  our  bill  and  put  in  their  bill,  which  we 
thought  was  very,  very  positive.  Some  of  the  work  programs,  as  you 
heard  yesterday,  were  patterned  and  admittedly  patterned  after 
things  that  we  had  put  in  our  bill,  and  we  are  very  pleased  to  see 
that.  We  think  with  respect  to  the  time  limitation  of  the  work  pro- 
gram that,  in  fact,  we  can  come  to  some  closure  and  some  agree- 
ment on  that  with  the  President's  bill,  and  with  Mr.  McCurdy  and 
the  Mainstream  Democratic  Forum  bill  that  we  believe  that  there 
are  some  things  that  we  can  do  together. 

We  do  have  some  problems  with  respect  to  other  areas  of  the 
President's  bill.  Mr.  DeLay  is  going  to  talk  about  the  problems  of 
out-of-wedlock  birth  and  the  fact  that  the  administration's  bill  is 
really  a  Trojan  horse  when  it  comes  to  dealing  with  anything  sub- 
stantive as  to  trying  to  turn  what  I  believe,  as  I  said  before,  the 
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most  serious  problem  facing  this  country  which  is  out-of-wedlock 
births  around  and  out  of  the  welfare  system.  In  fact,  I  would  not 
argue  that  welfare  encourages  it.  I  would  say  welfare  is  a 
facilitator  more  than  an  encourager  of  that  problem. 

There  are  other  things  that  need  to  be  addressed  that  are  not  ad- 
dressed very  well  in  the  President's  bill.  SSI  reform.  SSI  is  a  wel- 
fare program.  It  is  probably  the  most  poorly  run  welfare  program, 
the  most  fraudulent  welfare  program  of  all  of  the  programs  out 
there.  And  this  committee  took  a  step  in  the  right  direction  just 
several  weeks  ago  in  passing  some  reforms  that  Mr.  Kleczka  and 
Mr.  Herger  and  myself  and  Mr.  Pickle  put  in  the  Social  Security 
independent  agency  bill  that  will  be  coming  up,  I  believe,  next 
week  for  a  vote  on  the  conference  report.  It  is  a  first  step  in  the 
process  of  reforming  SSI,  but  it  is  a  minimal  step  and  we  need  to 
do  much  more  to  address  that  issue. 

The  final  substantive  point  is  with  the  provisions  with  sponsored 
aliens  in  this  country  and  what  the  Republican  bill  does,  what  the 
President's  bill  does,  and  what  the  Mainstream  Democratic  bill 
does.  All  three  bills  address  it.  But  the  President  addresses  it  on 
the  margin. 

We  have  seen  just  in  the  past  2  years  movement  on  this  issue 
where  the  Ways  and  Means  Committee  extended  the  SSI  provi- 
sions on  sponsorship  time  from  3  years  to  5  years  to  fund  the  un- 
employment extension. 

What  we  suggest  is  that  if  a  person  comes  to  this  country  under 
a  sponsorship  agreement,  the  family  bringing  that  person  in,  and 
it  is  usually  a  family  member,  the  family  bringing  that  person  in 
should  bear  responsibility  for  providing  for  that  person,  not  the 
Federal  Government,  until  that  person  becomes  a  citizen.  It  is  a 
basic  compact  that  they  sign  now  for  5  years.  We  just  suggest  that 
that  should  be  a  permanent  arrangement  until  the  person  becomes 
a  citizen. 

We  do  this  only  for  sponsored  immigrants.  We  don't  do  it  for  ref- 
ugees. We  think  that  that  is  an  important  change  in  the  law  that 
the  President's  bill  simply  doesn't  address  in  completion. 

Finally,  the  Republican  bill  saves  roughly  $20  billion  over  5 
years.  The  President's  bill  is  deficit-neutral,  which  is,  again,  not 
what  I  believe  the  taxpayers  of  this  country  want.  They  would  like 
to  see  some  reforms  in  the  welfare  system,  people  being  helped,  but 
they  would  also  like  to  see  some  reductions  in  spending.  Thank 
you. 

Chairman  Ford.  How  much  savings  do  you  pick  up  in  the  SSI 
program,  Mr.  Santorum? 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  SSI  program  accounts  for  roughly  $21  billion 
in  the  savings. 

Chairman  Ford.  Over  5  years? 

Mr.  Santorum.  Over  5  years. 

Chairman  Ford.  A  5-year  period. 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  SSI  program  in  specific  comes  up  with  $21 
billion. 

Chairman  Ford.  Why  don't  we  break,  because  there  is  a  vote  on 
the  floor.  We  have  about  7  minutes  and  we  will  all  immediately 
come  back.  I  think  there  is  only  one  vote  on  the  floor. 

[Recess,] 
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Chairman  Ford.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  You  had  asked  a 
question,  and  I  had  anticipated  another  one  and  gave  the  answer 
to  the  one  I  anticipated,  not  the  one  you  asked. 

The  one  you  asked  is,  how  much  money  do  we  save  on  SSI  in  the 
bill,  and  the  answer  is  $9.2  billion,  as  scored  by  the  CBO. 

Chairman  Ford.  Is  that  a  5-year  window? 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  is  5  years,  1995  through  1999. 

Chairman  Ford.  All  right.  Thank  you. 

Had  you  completed  your  testimony? 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  had,  yes. 

[A  table  submitted  by  Mr.  Santorum  follows:] 

MEANS-TESTED  PROGRAMS  ADDRESSED  IN  THE  CLINTON  WELFARE  REFORM  BILL  AND 
ESTIMATED  1994  OUTLAYS— JULY.  1994 

(In  billions  of  dollars) 


Program 


Fiscal  year 
1994  outlays 


AFDC  (Including  day  care  and  child  support) 

EITC  

Food  stamps  

Supplemental  security  income  

Medicaid  

Education  and  training  programs 

Child  nutrition  


$16.5 
19.6 
24.3 
26.4 
85.9 
25.0 
5.0 


Total 


$202.7 


Note.  These  figures  do  not  include  about  $22  billion  in  housing  payments,  $3  billion  in  foster 
care  and  adoption,  $1  billion  in  energy  assistance,  or  assorted  grant  programs. 

Sources:  Most  figures  are  from  the  CBO  baseline;  others  are  from  the  Congressional  Research 
Service. 

Chairman  Ford.  Who  is  next,  Mr.  Shaw  or  Mr.  DeLay?  You  are 
recognized. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  TOM  DeLAY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  TEXAS 

Mr.  DeLay.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate  your  holding 
these  important  hearings  this  week. 

Let  me  first  say  I  am  indeed  honored  to  be  here  with  this  panel. 

Chairman  Ford.  Pardon  me  just  1  minute.  Mr.  Santorum,  did 
you  have  a  printed  copy  of  your  text  for  the  record?  OK,  thank  you. 

Sorry,  you  may  proceed. 

Mr.  Deij^y.  I  again  say  that  I  am  very  honored  to  be  here  with 
this  panel,  particularly  the  cochairman  of  our  task  force.  Rick 
Santorum — who  I  must  say,  Mr.  Chairman,  has  been  working  on 
welfare  for  many  years,  even  before  he  ran  for  the  Senate — and  he 
is  a  man  that  has  worked  very,  very  hard  on  this  issue  and  has 
brought  a  lot  of  his  expertise  and  abilities  to  our  bill,  H.R.  3500. 

I  am  also  honored  to  be  here  with  Clay  Shaw,  who  has  also 
worked  very  hard  on  welfare  reform;  in  fact,  he  and  Vin  Weber,  a 
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former  colleague  of  ours,  designed  the  "2  years  and  work"  that  the 
President  took  up  during  his  campaign,  and  has  tried  to  put  in  his 
bill,  although  I  don't  think  he  did  a  very  good  job  of  doing  so. 

Mr.  Chairman,  since  the  sixties,  we  have  seen  an  explosion  of 
out-of-wedlock  births.  And  I  might  say  in  reference  to  some  of  the 
questions  that  have  been  asked  this  morning,  there  are  several 
studies  that  suggest  that  there  may  be  incentives  in  our  welfare 
system  for  young  girls  to  have  babies.  I  can't  believe  that  this  sub- 
committee that  has  been  dealing  with  welfare  reform  have  not  had 
these  studies  available  to  them. 

Some  of  the  members  have  asked  if  there  are  studies.  So  I 
brought  some  and  would  like  put  into  the  record  a  list  of  12  studies 
that  have  been  done  on  welfare  and  its  effect  on  illegitimacy  in  this 
country.  Nine  of  these  twelve  studies  find  a  positive  effect  of  wel- 
fare on  illegitimacy. 

I  also  refer  to  you,  Mr.  Chairman 

Chairman  FORD.  I  think  Mr.  Matsui,  if  you  will  excuse  me  a 
minute,  was  raising  the  question  a  minute  ago,  out  of  the  1.2  mil- 
lion children  who  were  bom  out  of  wedlock,  what  percentage  of 
those  children  go  on  the  welfare  rolls?  I  don't  think  there  is  a  study 
that  is  available. 

We  will  be  happy  to  make  note  of  the  12  that  you  want  to  submit 
for  the  record,  and  we  will  make  sure  that  members  are  privy  to 
this.  But  I  think  what  he  was  asking  directly,  whether  or  not  there 
was  any  evidence  to  show  the  percentage  of  the  1.2  million  children 
who  were  born  out  of  wedlock,  who  would  be  on  welfare. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Well,  Mr.  Chairman,  not  to  get  in  a  debate  with  the 
Chairman,  but  I  think  these  studies  pretty  well  show  the  relation- 
ship between  welfare  and  illegitimacy.  It  is  sort  of  like  trying  to  de- 
fine obscenity.  We  can't  define  it,  but  we  can  sure  recognize  it 
when  we  see  it.  And  most  studies  and  statistics  show  that  illegit- 
imacy goes  up  as  welfare  is  imposed  upon  this  country.  And  I  think 
it  is  an  uncompassionate  approach  that  has  been  taken  over  many 
years. 

Even  the  CBO  has  now  recognized  that  welfare  benefits  have  an 
effect  on  out-of-wedlock  births;  and  I  quote  a  letter  to  Clay  Shaw 
from  the  CBO  that  says,  "Several  recent  studies  have  found  posi- 
tive effects" — "positive"  meaning  welfare  increasing  illegitimacy — 
"of  higher  welfare  benefits  on  such  births." 

Of  the  12  studies,  in  addition,  we  also  know  that  children  who 
grow  up  in  two-parent  families  fare  much  better  than  those  in 
single-parent  families.  In  fact,  I  have  also  with  me  and  I  would 
submit  for  the  record  today — new  numbers  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of 
the  Census  that  demonstrate  this  fact. 

These  numbers  are  absolutely  unbelievable.  In  every  category, 
the  percentage  of  those  on  poverty  to  the  percentage  on  AFDC  in- 
crease for  children  in  divorced  families  or  single-parent  families. 
For  example — and  I  point  to  the  chart — the  percentage  of  children 
under  the  age  of  6  who  are  on  AFDC  ranges  fi"om  6.1  percent  in 
a  two-parent  family,  to  35  percent  in  a  divorced  family,  to  61  per- 
cent in  a  never-married  family.  In  light  of  those  statistics,  we 
should  be  doing  everything  possible  to  discourage  out-of-wedlock 
births. 
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Mr.  Chairman,  several  of  these  studies  suggest  that  there  may 
be  incentives  for  young  girls  to  have  babies.  Maybe  another  word 
ought  to  be  used  in  this  discussion;  welfare  "enables"  illegitimacy. 
Rather  than  discouraging  illegitimacy,  our  welfare  system  offers 
young  girls  the  proposition  of  a  lifetime,  as  Mrs.  Meyers  so  aptly 
puts,  if  you  just  have  a  child,  the  government  will  give  you  hous- 
ing, health  care,  food  stamps  and  AFDC  payments. 

What  she  didn't  say  is,  in  so  doing,  we  isolate  that  mother  from 
the  rest  of  society  and  promise  her  that  this  will  continue  if  she 
just  won't  get  married  and  won't  go  to  work. 

I  think  H.R.  3500  addresses  these  issues.  It  requires  mothers  to 
establish  paternity  before  receiving  AFDC  benefits;  it  denies  APDC 
benefits  to  parents  under  18,  and  it  denies  benefits  for  additional 
children  while  they  are  on  welfare. 

I  know  time  is  fleeting,  so  let  me  just  quote  our  minority  whip, 
Newt  Gingrich,  who  is  often  known  to  say,  when  we  are  having  12- 
year-olds  having  babies,  and  15-year-olds  shooting  each  other,  and 
17-year-olds  dying  of  AIDS,  and  18-year-olds  graduating  with  diplo- 
mas they  can't  read,  it  is  time  to  say  farewell  to  welfare  as  we 
know  it. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity. 

[The  prepared  statement  and  attachment  follow:] 
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TESTIMONY  ON  WELFARE 

CONGRESSMAN  TOM  DeLAY 

July  27,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  thank  you  for  holding  these  important  hearings  on  welfare  this 
week.    As  my  friend  and  colleague  Rick  Santorum  has  just  pointed  out,  Republicans  have 
been  working  on  our  welfare  bill  for  nearly  a  year  now.    And  one  of  the  major  concerns 
to  us  as  we  have  studied  the  nature  of  the  failing  welfare  system  is  the  problem  of 
illegitimacy. 

Mr.  Chairman,  since  the  1960's  we  have  seen  an  explosion  of  out  of  wedlock 
births.    A  program  that  was  supposed  to  have  reduced  dependency  on  the  government  has 
actually  enabled  it. 

Several  studies  suggest  that  there  may  be  incentives  in  our  welfare  system  for 
young  girls  to  have  babies.    Of  12  studies  conducted  in  the  past  decade  that  looked  into 
the  relationship  between  welfare  and  rapidly  rising  illegitimacy  rates,  9  studies  concluded 
that  the  availability  of  welfare  increased  the  likelihood  of  a  woman  having  a  child  out-of- 
wedlock.    In  a  letter  to  my  friend  and  colleague.  Congressman  Clay  Shaw,  our  very  own 
CBO  director  Robert  Reischauer  states  that,  and  I  quote,  "several  recent  studies  have  found 
positive  effects  of  higher  welfare  benefits  on  such  births." 

In  addition,  we  know  that  children  who  grow  up  in  two  parent  families  fare  better 
than  those  in  single  parent  families.    In  fact,  I  have  with  me  today  new  numbers  by  the 
U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  that  demonstrate  this  fact.    These  numbers  are  unbelievable! 

In  every  category,  the  percentage  of  those  on  poverty  to  the  percentage  on  AFDC 
increase  for  children  in  divorced  families  or  single-parent  families.    For  example,  the 
percentage  of  children  under  age  6  who  are  on  AFDC  ranges  from  6.1  percent  in  a  two- 
parent  family,  to  35  percent  in  a  divorced  family,  to  61  percent  in  a  never-married  family. 
In  light  of  these  statistics,  we  should  be  doing  everything  possible  to  discourage  out-of- 
wedlock  births. 

Rather  than  discouraging  illegitimacy,  our  welfare  system  offers  young  girls  the 
proposition  of  their  lifetime.  It  says  if  you  don't  get  married  and  have  a  child  we  will 
give  you  housing,  health  care,  food  stamps,  and  AFDC  payments. 

Unfortunately,  the  Clinton  plan  does  nothing  to  curb  the  rise  of  illegitimacy.    The 
Clinton  plan  has  a  $400  million  grant  provision  and  a  demonstration  provision  that  will  pay 
for  parenting,  birth  control,  teen  education  and  training,  summer  jobs,  mentoring  and  a  host 
of  other  activities  that  have  shown  no  success.    While  the  Clinton  plan  includes  an  optional 


450 


family  cap,  this  measure  does  nothing  to  stop  young  mothers  from  entering  the  welfare 
rolls.    It  also  strikes  me  that  in  my  reading  of  the  Clinton  plan,  the  word  abstinence  does 
not  even  appear  one  time. 

H.R.  3500,  however,  has  real  provisions  to  discourage  illegitimacy  and  is  "state- 
friendly."     The  Republican  welfare  bill: 

•  requires  mothers  to  establish  paternity  before  receiving  AFDC  benefits 

•  denies  AFDC  benefits  to  parents  under  age  18 

•  denies  AFDC  benefits  for  additional  children  while  on  welfare 

Saying  that  the  government  will  not  provide  incentives  for  young  girls  to  have 
children  that  will  likely  grow  up  in  single  parent  families,  in  poverty,  and  dependent  on  the 
government  is  the  right  message  to  send  our  young  people. 

As  my  friend  and  colleague  Newt  Gingrich  is  known  to  say,  "we  have  12  year  olds 
having  babies,  15  years  olds  shooting  each  other,  17  year  olds  dying  of  AIDS  and  18  year 
old  graduates  who  cannot  read  their  own  diplomas."  It  is  time  to  say  "farewell"  to  welfare 
as  we  know  it. 

While  there  has  been  some  disagreement  among  Republicans  about  how  to  go  about 
removing  the  AFDC  incentive,  I  do  not  believe  that  more  than  a  handful  of  Republicans 
would  sign  onto  a  welfare  bill  unless  the  AFDC  payments  were  eliminated  for  minors  and 
single  moms. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  on  this  important  issue. 
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Studies  ot  Welfare  and  Illegilimacy 

1.  .Ar.,  Chong-Bum,  and  Haveman,  Robert,  and  Wol/e,  Barbari.  The  ZiU<i  ot 
Ch:ldhood  Events  *nd  Economic  Circumstances  on  Teen  Fertility  Out-ot- 
Wedlock  and  Receipt  of  Welfare;  Estimates  from  a  Sequential  Decsion  Model", 
working  paper,  Madison:  University  of  Wisconsin.  1990. 

Finds  large  effects  ofiuelfare  on  Illegitimacy,  but  ihey  were  not  stcnisticatly 

jj^tficant. 

^^^rnstam,  Mikhail  S..  'Maithus  and  Evolution  of  the  Welfare  Slate:  An  Essay 
on  the  Second  Invisible  Hand,  Parts  I  and  11",  working  papers  E-88-41,42,  Palo 
Alto,  CA,  Hoover  Insutution,  1988. 

Finds  a  poiitive  effect  ofivelfare  on  ilUgilimacj. 

3.  Duncan,  Greg  J,  and  Hoffman,  Saul  D-,  "Welfare  Benefits,  Economic 
Opportunities  and  Out-of-Wedlock  Births  Among  Black  Teenage  Girls", 
Demography  27  (:990),  pp.  319-35. 

Finds  no  effect  of  welfare  on  illepitmacj. 

4.  Ellwood,  David  and  Bane,  Mary  Jo,  The  Impact  of  AFDC  on  Family  Structure 
and  Living  Arrangements",  Harvard  University,  March,  1984. 

^^       Finds  no  effect  of  taetfart  on  illegitimacy. 
#3.yk)S5ert,  Mark  A.,  and  Xiecolt,  K.  lill,  "Mate  Availability  and  Family  Structure 
^"^.ong  African  .Americans  in  U.S.  Metropolitan  Areas ',  Tournal  of  Marriage  and 
Family.  Vol.  55,  May  1993,  pp.  288-302. 

Finds  a  positive  effect  of  welfare  on  illegitimacy. 
/fiiViill.  M.  Anne,  and  O'N'eHl,  June,  "Underclass  Behaviors  in  the  United  States: 
Measurement  and  Analysis  of  Detenninants",  Center  for  the  Study  of  Business 
and  Government,  Baruch  College,  February  1991 
^-^      Finds  a  posittve  effect  sf  welfa  re  on  illegitimacy. 
(T^undberg,  Shelly,  and  Plotnick,  Robert  D.,  "Adolescent  Premarital  Child 
Bearing;  Do  Opportunity  Costs  .Matter?",  discussion  paper  no.  90-23,  Seattle: 
University  of  Washington.  Institute  for  Economic  Research,  1990 
Finds  a  positive  effect  ofwilfare  on  illegitimacy. 

Lundberg,  Shelly,  and  Plotnick,  Robert  D.,  "AdoleKent  Premarital  Child 
Be-f  mg:  Do  Cprorrunity  Costs  Matter? ',  June  1990,  a  revised  version  of  a  paper 
presented  at  the  May  1990  Population  Association  of  America  Conference  in 
Toronto,  Canada. 

(Finds  a  positive  effect  of  welfare  on  illegittmacy.  ess^niiallv  the  same  study  as 
■pe.) 

furry,  Charles,  "Welfare  and  the  Family:  The  US.  Experience",  rouma!  q{ 
Labor  EcQpomic^.  Vol.  i  1,  pt.  2,  1993,  pp.  224-262. 
^_^^       Finds  a  positive  effect  of  welfare  on  illegitimacy. 

^^Ozawa.  Martha  N  ,  "Welfare  Policies  and  niegitimate  Birth  Rates  Among 
Adolescents:  Analysis  of  State-by-Slate  Data",  Social  Work  Researrh  an  j 
Abstracts.  14  (1989),  pp.  S-ll. 
^„^     Finds  a  positive  effect  of  welfare  an  illegitimacy. 

(TO^PIomick,  Robert  D.,  "Welfare  and  Out-of-Wedlock  Chlldbearing:  Evidence 
from  the  1980's ",  ?ourp»l  nf  M^rriaye  and  the  Family  (August  1990),  pp.  735-46. 
^^       Finds  a  positive  effect  of  welfare  on  illegitimacy. 
^ly  Robins,  Philip  K.  and  Fronstin.  Paul  "Welfare  Benefits  and  Family  Size: 
Decisions  of  Never-Married  Women",  In.trttute  for  Research  on  Pay^^-ty 
Discussion  Paper  #1022-93,  September  1993. 

Finds  a  positive  effect  of  welfare  on  lUegitimacj. 
l^2^1negarden,  C.R.,  "AFTX:  and  Illegitimacy  Ratios:  A  Vector-Autoregressive 
.Model",  Applied  Economics  20  (1988),  pp.  1589-1601. 
Finds  a  positive  effect  of  welfare  on  illegitimacy. 

.Vote  Prepa.-^d  by  Rcr^-r:  Rector.  Heriijge  Fou.njation 
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Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Castle. 

Oh,  I  am  sorry,  Mr.  Shaw.  We  called  for  you  earlier  and  you  were 
not  here.  I  am  sorry  about  that.  Mr.  Shaw,  who  is  a  ranking  mem- 
ber of  the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  and  the  full  Com- 
mittee on  Ways  and  Means,  you  are  recognized  now,  sir. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  E.  CLAY  SHAW,  JR.,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

Mr.  Shaw.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Ford.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  for 
all  of  us  to  be  able  to  speak  out  today,  and  appreciate  having  these 
hearings,  which  are  so  important.  In  recent  years,  I  have  devoted 
a  great  deal  of  time  to  this  issue  and  have  introduced  comprehen- 
sive legislation  that  would  reform  the  welfare  system.  I  would  like 
today  to  comment  on  the  differences,  just  a  few  of  the  differences, 
between  the  administration's  proposal  and  H.R.  3500;  and  focus  on 
the  area  of  mandatory  work. 

The  Republican  bill,  H.R.  3500,  is  based  on  2-year  time-limited 
welfare.  From  the  day  that  the  recipient  applies  for  welfare,  she 
must  begin  her  job  search.  During  the  first  2  years  that  the  recipi- 
ent is  receiving  AFDC  benefits,  the  recipient  must  participate  in 
education,  training,  work  experience  or  job  search.  If  a  job  is  not 
found  within  2  years,  she  must  participate  in  a  community  work 
job  in  order  to  continue  receiving  welfare  benefits.  When  fiiUy  im- 
plemented, the  Republican  bill  requires  63  percent  of  the  mothers 
who  have  been  on  AFDC  for  at  least  2  years  to  work  35  hours  per 
week  for  their  benefits.  Mothers  do  not  lose  their  benefits  if  they 
work  in  community  or  private  sector  jobs  arranged  by  the  State. 

While  the  work  requirement  in  the  program  may  sound  similar 
to  the  one  that  you  heard  about  yesterday  from  the  administration, 
the  two  plans  are  in  fact  markedly  different. 

Their  programs  push  parents  in  a  work-for-wage  format  in  which 
they  need  only  work  for  15  hours  per  week  and  may  receive  addi- 
tional income  through  a  supplemental  AFDC  benefit.  Setting  up  a 
wage  program  such  as  this  raises  many  questions — how  wages 
should  be  set,  whether  workers  must  ioin  unions,  and  what  will  the 
level  of  bureaucracy  be?  The  Republican  bill  requires  parents  to 
participate  in  a  work  experience  program  35  hours  per  week  in  ex- 
change for  their  welfare  benefits. 

Those  of  us  who  agree  that  work  is  essential  in  any  welfare  pro- 
gram should  also  agree  on  the  requirement  that  the  work  by  one 
parent  in  the  two-parent  welfare  program  is  a  must.  The  adminis- 
tration must  not  do  anything  to  weaken  current  law  requiring  two- 
parent  households  to  receive  welfare  benefits  only  if  one  parent 
works  16  hours  per  week.  This  is  completely  unacceptable.  H.R. 
3500  increases  the  present  work  requirements  to  32  hours  per 
week  and  also  requires  8  hours  per  week  in  job  search  activities. 
The  Republican  bill  increases  the  standard  level  of  participation 
from  the  current  level  of  75  percent  to  90  percent  for  1999  and 
after. 

The  leniency  of  the  administration's  bill  comes  through  loud  and 
clear  when  we  take  a  look  at  their  exceptions  and  participation 
standards.  The  Republican  bill  has  straightforward  standards.  We 
exempt  30  percent  and  require  90  percent  of  the  remainder  to  par- 
ticipate when  the  bill  is  fully  implemented. 
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The  administration  has  several  categories  of  exemptions  that 
even  the  authors  of  the  bill  found  it  difficult  to  explain  to  the  com- 
mittee when  they  were  here  yesterday.  The  Republican  bill  allows 
the  States  to  drop  parents  from  AFDC  after  3  years  in  the  work 
program. 

The  administration  bill  would  allow  parents  to  continue  indefi- 
nitely in  the  guaranteed  work  program  or  on  AFDC  itself.  When 
fully  implemented,  the  Republican  bill  would  require  90  percent  of 
welfare  recipients  to  participate  in  a  work  program. 

Under  the  administration's  bill,  with  a  tremendous  number  of  ex- 
emptions and  loopholes,  full  implementation  is  only  45-percent  par- 
ticipation in  the  JOBS  program  and  80-percent  participation  in  the 
work  program.  In  the  Republican  bill,  the  States  are  encouraged  to 
fulfill  their  participation  standards  by  working  with  mothers  with 
older  preschool  or  school-age  children. 

It  is  bad  policy  for  the  administration  to  choose  those  mothers 
born  after  1972,  who  have  the  youngest  children  most  in  need  of 
day  care,  when  the  mothers  have  children  already  in  school  who 
are  exempt.  States  such  as  New  Jersey,  my  own  State  of  Florida, 
Wisconsin  and  Michigan  have  already  implemented  innovative  pro- 
grams. Republicans  want  to  give  States  more  flexibility  rather  than 
suffocate  them  with  Federal  regulations. 

Yet  in  the  administration's  work  program,  restraints  are  continu- 
ously put  on  the  States.  The  States  would  be  required  to  establish 
a  work  program  that  meets  a  host  of  Federal  requirements,  where- 
as our  bill  will  give  the  States  more  flexibility  with  the  program 
they  decide  to  use.  The  Republican  bill  simply  requires  welfare  par- 
ents to  work  for  their  welfare  benefits.  No  wages,  and  few  personal 
policies  are  involved;  few  personnel  policies  are  involved. 

The  administration  bill  sets  up  a  new  system  of  paying  wages  to 
people  formerly  on  welfare.  It  controls  wage  rates,  sick  leave,  and 
even  personal  leave  of  private  employers;  and  as  I  brought  out  in 
my  questioning  yesterday,  even  vacation  time. 

If  you  truly  wanted  to  reform  our  misguided  welfare  system, 
which  bill  would  you  choose,  one  that  puts  recipients  to  work  im- 
mediately, offers  the  States  options  in  implementation  and  results 
in  nearly  700,000  parents  in  work  programs  by  1999?  Or  on  the 
other  hand,  would  you  choose  one  that  provides  a  new  entitlement 
to  2  years  of  education  and  training,  places  even  more  regulations 
on  the  States,  and  falls  short  in  terms  of  what  American  people 
want  in  getting  welfare  recipients  back  to  work?  The  choice  is 
obvious. 

Even  the  President  in  his  rhetoric  agrees  with  the  Republicans. 
Unfortunately,  his  legislation  falls  short  not  onlv  of  his  campaign 
promises,  but  also  of  what  the  American  people  are  demanding 
from  welfare  reform. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Shaw. 

Mr.  Castle. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  MICHAEL  N.  CASTLE,  A  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  DELAWARE 

Mr.  Castle.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman.  And  thank 
you,  by  the  way,  for  having  these  hearings.  This  may  be  moving 
at  a  Httle  faster  pace  than  had  been  anticipated;  I  hope  it  continues 
to  do  so. 

I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak  to  this  today,  particularly 
since  President  and  Governor  Clinton  sort  of  galvanized  the  world 
by  saying  we  would  end  welfare  as  we  know  it.  It  is  our  task  to 
see  if  we  can  do  that. 

After  reviewing  the  President's  long-awaited  welfare  reform  plan, 
I  have  concluded  that  it  is  deficient  in  some  important  sections,  not 
very  creative  in  others,  and  falls  short  of  his  goal  to  end  welfare 
as  we  know  it  in  a  number  of  areas.  Compared  to  the  House  Re- 
publican bill,  which  is  H.R.  3500 — by  the  way,  which  is  supported 
by  over  90  percent  of  the  House  Republicans — the  President's  pro- 
visions on  work  are  too  weak.  His  plan  does  not  attack  our  Nation's 
most  pressing  social  problem,  illegitimacy,  which  was  discussed 
earlier,  anywhere  near  as  strongly  as  our  plan.  His  plan  spends  so 
much  money  and  saves  too  little,  and  his  plan  allows  too  many 
aliens  to  continue  receiving  welfare. 

Simply  stated,  our  bill  defines  welfare  reform  as  more  work,  less 
spending,  dramatically  greater  flexibility  for  the  States,  which  is  an 
important  fact,  and  restricted  welfare  for  noncitizens.  That  said, 
there  is  some  basis  that  exists  between  our  two  bills  which  we  can 
work  from  to  forge  real  bipartisan  welfare  reform.  And  part  of  that 
basis  is  reform  that  begins  with  the  States  and  provides  them  with 
greater  control  and  expanded  flexibility  to  craft  their  own  reform, 
so  they  can  coordinate  and  streamline  welfare  spending.  While  the 
President's  plan  does  contain  some  limitations  of  State  initiatives, 
I  think  he  has  forwarded  a  much  better  start  in  this  area  than 
some  of  the  others  I  mentioned.  Let  me  give  you  an  example  of 
what  State  flexibility  will  provide  and  how  States  will  lead  the 
way. 

In  Delaware,  in  conjunction  with  the  Family  Support  Act  of  1988, 
with  which  you  were  involved,  we  implemented  an  employment  and 
training  program  called  first  step,  which  was  hailed  as  a  welfare 
effort  the  Nation  could  emulate.  Over  5,600  clients  who  received 
AFDC  have  been  through  the  program  since  it  began;  2,779  are 
working  full  time,  and  2,075  have  left  the  welfare  rolls. 

H.R.  3500  is  a  good  bill,  in  part  because  it  builds  on  the  success 
of  programs  like  this  by  helping  mothers  and  fathers  prepare  for 
work  by  requiring  them  to  use  up  to  the  first  2  years  of  AFDC  to 
participate  in  education,  training  and  job  search  classes  similar  to 
Delaware's  successful  first  step  program. 

In  fact,  our  bill  allows  States  to  convert  their  AFDC  program  into 
a  block  grant  of  103  percent  of  the  State's  1992  funding  level, 
thereby  freeing  up  savings  from  administrative  overhead  to  expand 
its  work  program  and  returning  control  over  the  block  grant  to  the 
States. 

Amazingly,  the  Federal  Government  currently  spends  an  esti- 
mated $34  billion  under  the  authority  of  20  separate  laws  authoriz- 
ing nearly  a  dozen  feeding  programs  to  provide  nutritious  diets  to 
poor  families,  elderly  and  disabled.  Because  of  this  plethora  of  pro- 
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grams,  all  of  which  carry  eligibility  criteria,  there  is  a  substantial 
degree  of  benefit  overlap  and  administrative  cost  duplication.  Our 
bill  allows  States  to  convert  10  major  food  programs  into  a  block 
grant  that  provides  them  with  almost  complete  discretion  over 
funding.  We  need  to  see  more  innovative  customized  proposals  such 
as  this  in  the  President's  plan  and  any  plan  that  Congress  eventu- 
ally passes. 

Our  approach  emphasizes  further  State  control  and  flexibility 
over  States'  AFDC  programs,  which  is  not  permitted  in  the  Clinton 
plan.  For  instance.  States  can  choose  to  withhold  benefits  to  young 
mothers  who  do  not  attend  school. 

Our  bill  provides  States  with  the  ability  to  ask  for  request  waiv- 
ers in  approximately  70  welfare  programs  that  now  permit  no 
waivers.  By  streamlining  the  waiver  process,  the  Republican  plan 
places  no  restrictions  on  the  number  of  State  waivers.  By  way  of 
comparison,  the  Clinton  plan  actually  reduces  State  flexibility  by 
limiting  the  number  of  welfare  demonstrations  to  five  per  year. 

Our  bill  lets  the  States  lead  by  expanding  flexibility  and  promot- 
ing innovation  and  other  aspects  of  their  AFDC  program,  allows 
States  flexibility  with  the  work  disregards  in  their  welfare-to-work 
program,  the  right  to  allow  additional  savings  and  asset  accumula- 
tion for  starting  a  business,  buying  a  home  or  attending  college,  the 
ability  to  allow  AFDC  mothers  to  marry,  to  keep  part  of  their  wel- 
fare benefit  for  up  to  1  year,  and  the  right  to  pay  new  State  resi- 
dents who  apply  to  AFDC  the  benefit  amount  that  they  would  have 
received  in  the  State  from  which  they  moved  for  up  to  1  year.  To 
enforce  and  promote  the  notion  we  all  agree  on  that  we  must  have 
some  time-limited  benefits,  our  plan  allows  States  to  drop  AFDC 
families  from  the  rolls  after  they  have  been  in  the  work  program 
for  3  years  or  more. 

To  be  fair,  some  of  these  proposals  are  contained  in  the  Presi- 
dent's plan,  but  many  of  them  are  not.  When  a  competitive  biparti- 
san welfare  reform  bill  comes  before  the  Congress,  I  must  stress 
again  the  great  need  for  it  to  contain  flexibility  to  allow  States  to 
modify  their  plans  rather  than  apply  through  waiver.  Any  Federal 
proposal  must  strive  to  assist  long-term  welfare  recipients  to  be- 
come self-sufficient,  strengthening  families,  and  encourage  personal 
behavior  consistent  with  progress  toward  self-sufficiency. 

The  House  Republican  Welfare  Reform — the  House  Republican 
Welfare  Reform  Task  Force's  bill  contains  measures  which  trans- 
late into  expanded  State  flexibility  and  provides  States  with  great- 
er initiative  to  personalize  their  own  plans  to  their  own  needs. 
From  my  experiences  in  State  government,  nothing  could  be  more 
important. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  speak. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

What  is  the  cost  for  the  bill  that  has  been  sponsored  by  you,  Mr. 
Santorum  and  the  Republicans?  What  is  the  total  cost  of  the  bill? 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  cost  of  the  bill  is  roughly  $12  billion.  The 
savings  are  roughly  $31  billion  for  a  net  of  $19  billion  in  savings. 

Chairman  Ford.  When  you  say  the  cost  of  $12  billion,  is  that  $12 
billion  placed  in  the  AFDC  program  and  your  revenue  offset  is 
greater  with  about  $20  billion  additional  in  programs  like  SSI  and 
others? 
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Mr.  Santorum.  That  is — that  is  correct.  We  save  money  from 
food  stamps,  AFDC,  SSI,  Medicaid,  paternity  establishment  saves 
money,  block  granting  the  food  program  saves  money,  roughly 
$31.6  billion  in  total  savings. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  know,  we  don't  have  jurisdiction  on  the  full 
committee  on  some  of  these  areas  that  we  are  talking  about  in  the 
revenue  offset. 

Mr.  Santorum.  No,  I  understand  that. 

Chairman  Ford.  It  is  a  procedural  question  here,  but  we  are 
going  to  be  faced  with  that  in  the  full  committee. 

Mr.  Santorum.  With  respect  to  the  food  stamp  program  and  the 
Medicaid  program,  that  is  correct. 

Chairman  Ford.  Right. 

What  does  it  cost  for  your  JOBS  program? 

Mr.  Santorum.  Work  programs 

Chairman  Ford.  The  work  program,  what  does  it  cost  for  your 
work  program? 

Mr.  Santorum.  About  $6  billion. 

Chairman  Ford.  Talking  about  a  5-year  window  now,  right? 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  is  correct. 

Chairman  Ford.  About  $6  billion. 

And  how  much  of  that  is  shifted  to  the  States,  of  the  $6  billion? 

Mr.  Santorum.  When  you  say  "shifted  to  the" 

Chairman  Ford.  How  much  of  that  financial 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  is — total  expenditure  on  these  programs  is 
$6  billion. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  total  expenditure  was  $6  billion? 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  Federal  expenditure  is  $6  billion. 

Chairman  Ford.  Now,  what  would  the  States'  expenditures  be  on 
this  program? 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  don't — I  don't  have  the  answer  to  that. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  would  be  the  expenditures  percentagewise 
for  the  Federal  Government  in  your  bill. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Seventy  to  thirty,  is  that  what  it  is?  Seventy  to 
thirty? 

Chairman  Ford.  So  the  States  would  have  to  pick  up  about  30 
percent,  whatever  amount  that  would  be,  about  1.8,  1.5,  whatever 
it  is,  almost  $2  billion  maybe  of  the  cost.  Slightly  under  $2  billion, 
about  $1.8  would  be  shifted  to  the  States;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  would  be  their  part  of  the  program;  that  is 
correct. 

Chairman  Ford.  Explain  to  me,  what  kind  of  jobs  are  we  talking 
about? 

Mr.  Santorum.  Well,  there  would  be  two  programs  that  we 
would  use  as  the  basis  for  the  program.  The  community  work  expe- 
rience program  and  the  work  supplementation  program.  Obvi- 
ously— the  work  supplementation  program  is  a  private  sector  pro- 
gram which  obviously  we  would  feel  is  the  favorable  one,  but  there 
would  be  expansion  of  both  those  programs  to  be  able  to  provide 
job  slots  for  people  on  welfare. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  States  would  have  the  flexibility  in  the  pri- 
vate sector  to  create  the  jobs?  Is  there  a  tax  incentive? 

Mr.  Santorum.  Well,  they  would  be  subsidized  jobs.  The  person 
would  either  be  fully  subsidized;  the  person  would  be  working — as 
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is  the  case  in  the  current  programs,  would  be  working  for  the  wel- 
fare benefit,  but  not  receive  a  wage. 

Chairman  Ford.  And  Mr.  Shaw  mentioned  earlier  about  the  ad- 
ministration's work  program,  talking  in  reference  to  the  enrollees, 
welfare  recipients  going  into  the  private  sector  we  are  talking 
about.  What  would  be  their  requirements?  Would  they  be  treated 
differently  under  your  bill,  going  into  the  private  sector? 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  employer  would  be  subsidized  in  the  amount 
of  the  AFDC  check  and  the  food  stamp  check  and  would  then  dis- 
tribute that  amount  to  the  individual  employee. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  about  the  other  work  habits?  I  mean  the 
fringe  benefit  package,  would  they  be  treated  like  other  employees 
under  your  bill? 

Mr.  Santorum.  Well,  they  would  receive  the  fringe  benefits,  so 
to  speak,  that  they  receive  now  on  welfare,  which  is  Medicaid,  day 
care,  transportation  and  possibly  housing.  Their  benefit  package 
would  not  change. 

Chairman  Ford.  Would  they  be  eligible  for  vacation  days  like 
other  employees? 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  don't  know  the  answer  to  this,  so  I  will  punt 
this  one.  I  don't  know. 

We  would  not,  as  Mr.  Shaw  said,  we  would  not  be  requiring  em- 
ployees to  have  vacation  days.  They  would  fit  in  whatever  the  office 
policy  is. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  about  a  person  in  the  private  sector,  who 
is  brought  into  the  job  market  and  placed  in  a  job  and  the  person 
next  to  that  welfare  recipient  doing  the  same  job,  working  the  same 
hours  is  being  paid  90  cents  less  per  hour,  how  do  you  make  up 
the  difference?  How  do  you  respond  to  that? 

Mr.  Santorum.  Well,  that  person  sitting  next  to  them  may  not 
be  eligible  for  the  child  care  support  that  we  would  provide  the  wel- 
fare mother  in  this  case.  They  may  not  be  eligible  for  as  generous 
a  medical  package  as  the  person  provided.  They  may  not  be  eligible 
for  housing  benefits  as  we  provide.  They  may  not  be  eligible  for 
food. 

There  is  a  whole — there  is  a  whole  panoply  of  benefits  that  the 
person  on  welfare  receives  that  may  or  may  not  be  available  to  the 
person  working  next  to  them.  In  some  cases,  it  will  be  more;  in 
some  cases,  it  will  be  less. 

Chairman  Ford.  All  of  the  recipients  who  would  be  placed  in  the 
private  sector,  you  are  suggesting  should  come  in  at  minim.um 
wage  and  minimum  wage  only? 

Mr.  Santorum.  No,  they  come  in  at  requiring  35  hours  of  work 
per  week  and  receive — and  they  receive  their  AFDC  benefit.  That 
is  what  they  receive  in  exchange  for  the  45  hours — 35  hours  of 
work.  They  receive  no  wage. 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  it  wouldn't  necessarily  be  35  hours  in  my 
State;  the  welfare  check  is  $189  a  month  for  a  family  of  3,  and 
working  35  hours  a  week,  that  means  that  he  may  only  be  working 
1  week  a  month. 

Mr.  Santorum.  No,  you  are  missing — I  am  not  being  clear.  They 
don't  work  for  the  amount  of  money.  They  work  a  set  amount,  35 
hours  a  week,  irrespective  of  what  the  benefit  is. 
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Chairman  Ford.  If  they  receive  minimum  wage,  do  they  get  the 
remaining  part? 

Mr.  Santorum.  We  do  not  require  them  to  receive  minimum 
wage. 

Mr.  DeLay.  If  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  Can  I  finish  with  this  question,  if  you  don't 
mind? 

Mr.  DeLay.  Well,  I  would  like  to  answer  your  question.  I  am  on 
this  panel,  Mr.  Chairman.  Are  you  not  going  to  give  us  an  oppor- 
tunity to  answer  your  questions? 

Chairman  Ford.  I  was  talking  to  Mr.  Santorum.  I  am  going  to 
give  him  plenty  of  time.  I  was  really  speaking  with  him.  I  am  going 
to  recognize  you,  but  I  am  just  trying  to  get  this  one  point  clear. 

In  other  words,  a  mother  in  Tennessee  with  three  children  re- 
ceiving $189  a  month  would  be  required  to  work  35  hours  a  week 
for  that  $189. 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  is  correct,  in  addition  to  the  Medicaid,  food 
stamps,  housing,  and  other  benefits  that  they  would  receive  in  ad- 
dition to  the 

Chairman  Ford.  Would  the  Federal  labor  laws  permit  this?  How 
are  you  going  to  work  someone  under  the  minimum  wage? 

Mr.  Shaw.  Sir,  could  I  jump  in  here,  because  I  think  we  are 
missing  the  point. 

We  are  not  saying  that  people  have  to  work  for  less  than  mini- 
mum wage.  What  we  are  saying  is  that  all  the  welfare  benefits,  you 
and  Mr.  Santorum  got  involved  in  a  conversation  as  to  what  is  wel- 
fare, what  is  not,  awhile  ago.  When  you  put  all  of  these  together, 
that  total  package  in  most  States  amounts  to  an  across-the-country 
average,  some  $12,000  a  year.  Minimum  wage  is  less  than  $9,000 
a  year. 

So  all  we  are  doing  is  recognizing  that  people  have  to  work.  And 

1  think  a  point  has  to  be  made  here. 

We  can — we  can  sit  here  and  debate  what  happens  to  the  people 
who  don't  graduate,  what  happens  to  the  people  who  we  cannot 
find  jobs  for  within  2  years.  Hopefully,  under  all  the  programs, 
whatever  welfare  reform  program  we  finally  vote  out  of  here,  if  we 
do  not  find  that  we  are  finding  real  jobs  for  those  people  within  the 

2  years  and  if  we  find  that  most  of  these  people  are  dropping  into 
the  subsidized  jobs  or  dropping  into  having  to  work  for  their  bene- 
fits, then  we  failed. 

The  success  of  this  program  has  to  be  to  get  people  real  jobs  and 
to  give  them  another  chance  at  life.  And  we  are  talking  about, 
hopefully,  only  a  small  number  of  the  people  working  while  on  wel- 
fare. 

And  I  think  that  it  is  also  important  to  note  that  we  have  to  give 
them  the  incentive;  and  part  of  the  incentive  is  to  get  out  and  find 
a  job  within  the  2  years — with  our  help  on  job  search  and  training, 
child  care  and  all  the  rest  of  it,  plus  the  earned  income  tax  credit 
that  they  can  get,  plus  they  are  going  to  keep  their  Medicare  bene- 
fits for  1  year — this  we  hope  will  be  incentive  for  them  to  work 
themselves  off  of  the  program  and  become  partners  with  us  in  find- 
ing them  a  new  life.  That  is  what  we  are  trying  to  do. 

And  it  is  a  compassionate  program,  but  it  can  be  defined  here  as 
"tough  love,"  because  for  some  people,  it  is  going  to  be  tough.  It  is 
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going  to  create  a  whole  new  way  of  thinking.  But  we  want  to  em- 
power them  to  take  control  of  their  own  lives. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  DeLay. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Well,  I  can't  improve  upon  that  except  to  say  that 
there  is  a  very  real  difference  in  our  approaches. 

The  President  just  wants  to  continue  what  has  already  failed  and 
has  been  demonstrated  to  have  failed;  and  what  we  want  to  do  is 
to  bring  in  the  notion  that  people  must  be  responsible  for  their  own 
lives,  and  there  are  consequences  to  decisions  that  they  make. 

And  what  we  are  saying  is,  that  welfare  recipient  has  a  choice, 
after  2  years  and  all  the  benefits  and  education  programs  and  all 
the  things  offered  to  them,  to  try  to  help  them  improve  their  situa- 
tion and  teach  them  responsibility  for  their  own  lives  and  become 
role  models  for  those  children  you  were  concerned  about  earlier; 
and  then  at  that  point  in  time,  they  have  a  choice.  They  can  go  out 
into  the  private  sector  and  get  a  job,  or  they  will  work  for  their 
welfare  benefits. 

What  the  President  says  is,  there  is  no  choice,  you  can  just  con- 
tinue on  what  you  are  doing  and  we  will  pay  you  minimum  wage. 
Basically  what  he  is  doing,  is  expanding  the  welfare  state  as  we 
know  it,  rather  than  ending  it. 

Chairman  Ford.  How  would  you  get  around  the  Federal  labor 
laws?  I  am  speaking  of  Tennessee  and  19  other  poor  States  that 
pay  very  small  benefits,  have  a  small  benefit  package. 

Mr.  Santorum.  As  you  know,  any  subsequent  law  passed  by  the 
Congress  supersedes  prior-enacted  law.  So  if  we  pass  a  law  that 
says  it's  OK,  it  supersedes  the  previous  law.  The  specific  overrules 
the  general. 

Chairman  Ford.  But  I  wouldn't  think  it  would  supersede  the 
Federal  labor  laws. 

Mr.  SA^^^ORUM.  We  passed  a  law  and  we  can  now  supersede  any 
law  that  we  passed  previously. 

Chairman  FoRD.  We  would  have  to  go  to  that  particular  section 
of  the  law  and  amend  it.  I  don't  think  we  can  pass  the  welfare  bill 
without  actually  changing  or  amending  those  sections  of  the  law  it- 
self. I  mean,  we  would  be  setting  a  new  minimum  wage  standard 
here,  at  least  in  my  State  we  would  be  doing  it. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  am  not  a  legislative  draftsperson,  but  what  I 
would  suggest  is  that  the  possibility  exists  that  the  draftsperson 
would,  in  fact,  say  that  certain  sections  of  the  labor  law  would  be 
superseded  with  respect  to  this  act,  yes. 

Chairman  Ford.  Are  you  saying  that  all  food  stamp  recipients 
should  work  their  food  stamps  off,  as  well,  not  just  the  ones  that 
are  receiving  AFDC?  Should  we  get  all  the  elderly  population  and 
put  them  in  the  program  as  well  and  let  them  work  off  their  food 
stamps? 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  work  program  pertains  to  people  who  are  on 
AFDC.  It  pertains  to  fathers  who  are  not  providing  their  child  sup- 
port. It  is — they  would  not  be  eligible  for  any  food  stamps  or  other 
benefits  had  they  not  participated  in  this  work  program  to  pay  for 
their  child  support. 

We  do  have  some  limitations  on  other  welfare  benefits  with  re- 
spect to  fathers  not  paying  child  support. 
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Chairman  Ford.  So  the  mother  who  is  in  the  household,  who  is 
receiving  the  benefits,  she  would  have  to  work  35  hours.  The  dead- 
beat  dad  who  doesn't  pay  child  support,  we  are  going  to  locate  him; 
shouldn't  he  have  to  work  too  since  we  are  going  to  pay  for  his  chil- 
dren? 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  is  what  I  just  said,  they  would  have  to 
work  to  pay  the  child  support. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Shouldn't  we  get  those  on  Medicaid  as  well  and 
put  them  in  the  work  force  and  let  them  work  off  their  Medicaid 
benefits? 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  Medicaid  population  that  is  not  in  the  work 
force? 

Chairman  Ford.  In  the  AFDC  population. 

Mr.  Santorum.  If  they  are  not  in  the  AFDC  population,  I 
mean 

Mr.  DeLay.  If  they  are  on  Medicaid,  Mr.  Chairman,  they  are 
working. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Unless  they  are  elderly  or  disabled,  that  would 
be — I  don't  know  what  category  of  person  you  are  talking  about. 

Chairman  Ford.  There  is  a  huge  population  outside  of  the  AFDC 
population  that  is  receiving  Medicaid  benefits  today.  I  am  asking 
now,  that  is  the  non-AFDC  recipients,  should  we  put  them  in  the 
work  force,  too?  I  mean,  we  are  making  reference  to  Medicaid,  food 
stamps  and  AFDC. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Well,  with  respect  to  seniors  who  receive  Medic- 
aid, people  with  disabilities  who  receive  Medicaid,  children  who  re- 
ceive Medicaid,  obviously  none  of  them  would  be  required  to  be  in 
a  work  program.  If  there  is  another  substantial  population  that  you 
are  aware  of  that  is  receiving  Medicaid,  I  would  be  happy  to  work 
with  the  Chairman  to  make  sure 

Chairman  Ford.  Many  States  have  waivers  now,  even  my  own 
State.  You  don't  have  to  be  on  welfare.  For  the  working  poor,  we 
have  what  we  call  TennCare.  We  have  300,000  or  400,000  addi- 
tional people  in  my  State  who  are  the  working  poor  who  we  are 
trying  to  cover  now  under  the  health  care  plan. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Obviously,  Mr.  Chairman,  if  they  are  working, 
we  are  not  going  to  require  them  to  be  in  a  work  program. 

Chairman  Ford.  Why  not?  They  are  receiving  Medicaid. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Because  they  are  the  working  poor,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. They  are  doing  exactly  what  we  require. 

Chairman  FORI).  But  they  are  working  on  receiving  minimum 
wage. 

Mr.  Shaw.  That  is  what  this  committee  worked  on  over  the  last 
few  years  with  the  previous  administration,  with  the  earned  in- 
come tax  credit.  When  you  say  working  poor,  that  should  be  a  con- 
tradiction of  terms  in  itself.  That,  in  itself,  should  be  an  oxymoron. 

We  recognize  that  we  haven't  gotten  there  yet.  But  certainly  we 
are  not  trying  to  penalize  people  who  are  out  there  struggling,  try- 
ing to  make  a  living,  and  in  fact  working;  and  we  are  not  taking 
a  thing  in  the  world  away  from  them. 

What  we  are  talking  about  here  is  AFDC  simply  requiring  work 
of  recipients  who  cannot  find  jobs  or  do  not  want  to  find  a  job.  And 
we  are  going  to  help  them  find  a  job,  and  indeed  we  are  going  to 
make  them  find  a  job  in  order  to  continue  those  payments. 
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We  are  not  talking  about  people  that  are  already  working;  people 
that  are  already  working  are  not  touched  by  our  bill. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Mr.  Cnairman,  maybe  this  is  sort  of  a  fundamen- 
tal difference  between  the  way  we  view  work  programs  and  pos- 
sibly the  way  other  members  of  this  committee  do. 

I  do  not  view  a  work  program  as  a  punitive  measure  where  some- 
one "works  off  their  welfare."  I  see  it  as  an  opportunity  for  people 
to  learn  necessary  skills  and  work  habits  so  they  can  leave  welfare. 
And  if,  in  fact,  you  believe  work  works,  which  if  you  look  at  any 
of  the  studies  on  what  welfare  reform  has  been  done  in  the  States, 
the  only  program  that  seems  fairly  definite,  that  succeeds  in  get- 
ting people  off  welfare  and  improving  their  lot  in  life,  is  work.  And 
so  what  we  believe  is,  for  those  not  working,  to  go  to  work  is  that 
step  out  of  poverty. 

And  so  to  suggest  that  we  should  make  people  who  are  working 
work  off  their  Medicaid,  is  contradictory  to  what  we  want  to  accom- 
plish in  the  first  place.  We  don't  want  to  have  people  work  off  any- 
thing. We  want  people  to  work  to  get  off  welfare. 

Chairman  Ford.  How  many  people  would  be  in  your  program? 
How  many  would  this  affect?  How  many  welfare  recipients  would 
this  affect? 

Mr.  Santorum.  By  the — what  is  it,  the  year  1999,  we  are  looking 
at  700,000  people  who  would  be  in  the  work  program. 

Chairman  Ford.  By  1999,  you  are  only  looking  at  700,000  peo- 
ple? 

Mr.  Santorum.  Compare  that  to  the  administration,  which  I  be- 
lieve is  around  150,000. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  are  looking  at  700,000  people  that  you  are 
going  to  spend  $12  billion  additional  on  the  program?  I  am  not 
looking  at  the  offset  that  you  are  talking  about,  because  there  you 
are  cutting  programs.  But  you  are  going  to  spend  $12  billion  addi- 
tional? 

Mr.  Shaw.  No,  sir,  check  your  math.  People  are  not  on  that  pro- 
gram for  all  those  years.  They  come  and  go.  And  we  are  talking 
about,  that  is  our  goal,  by  that  year.  We  will  have  graduates  from 
the  program,  the  people  who  get  in  early  will  already  be  out  of 
there  and  be  out  there  working. 

Chairman  Ford.  But  I  am  just  speaking,  Mr.  Shaw,  $12  billion 
is  a  number  that  you  are  going  to  spend  in  the  5-year  window. 

Mr.  Shaw.  That  is  correct,  but  think  for  1  minute,  we  are  talking 
about  the  people  who  are  going  to  go  through  this  program,  we  are 
talking  about  700,000  on  the  program  by  that  year,  on  the  pro- 
gram. We  are  going  to  have  a  lot  of  people  who  have  gone  through 
the  program,  and  they  are  out  there  making  a  living  and  they  are 
self-empowered  and  self-sufficient  and  they  are  going  to  be  very 
grateful  to  this  Congress  for  getting  them  out  of  that  welfare  trap. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Shaw,  explain  to  me  then,  as  Mr.  Santorum 
has  talked  about,  how  people  are  going  to  pick  up  a  skill.  What 
kind  of  jobs  are  we  talking  about  in  your  program?  These  are  com- 
munity work,  workfare  jobs.  Where  are  they  going  to  be  working? 
What  agencies  or  where  are  they  going  to  be  working?  Not  in  the 
private  sector  that  you  are  going  to  try  to  place  them. 

Mr.  Shaw.  They  are  going  to  be  all  over  the  place.  Our  successes, 
which  will  be — let's  have  a  little  bit  of  confidence  in  the  poor.  Let's 
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have  a  little  bit  of  confidence  in  the  poor.  Let's  say  with  a  little  bit 
of  help  from  us,  with  a  little  bit  of  training,  they  can  make  better 
lives.  You  more  than  anybody  else  should  be  able  to  stand  for  that 
in  this  committee. 

We  are  paying  people  right  now  to  stay  where  they  are.  And  we 
are  just — we  are  locking  them  into  a  system,  and  it  is  cruel.  It  is 
cruel  for  to  us  keep  them  there. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  want  them  to  work. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Let's  get  as  many  people  into  this  program,  get  them 
out  of  poverty  and  get  them  into  the  work  force. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  want  them  to  work.  We  can  end  welfare  today 
and  send  every  adult  person  on  welfare,  who  is  able  to  work,  to  a 
job.  You  have  no  problem  at  all  with  me.  Welfare  recipients  in  the 
welfare  program  should  be  replaced  with  a  JOBS  program. 

Mr.  Shaw,  that  is  what  I  am  coming  at.  What  type  of  jobs  are 
we  talking  about?  These  people  will  be  working  where?  All  over 
where? 

Mr.  Shaw.  We  will  have  some  that  are  professional.  We  will  have 
some  that  will  be  Members  of  Congress.  We  have  already  got  one 
that  is  a  Member  of  Congress  that  we  know  about,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  Not  what  Mr.  Santorum  just  said.  If  these  peo- 
ple at  one  level  have  to  get  training,  will  any  of  these  be  working 
in  agencies,  the  municipal  governments? 

Mr.  Santorum.  Yes. 

Mr.  Shaw.  We  will  find  them  at  all  levels  of  employment.  Some 
of  them  are 

Chairman  Ford.  Seven  hundred  thousand  jobs,  a  possibility  of 
the  private  sector.  Number  one,  under  your  bill,  if  you  don't  have 
the  expansions  there  in  the  job  market,  in  the  private  sector,  they 
will  have  to  go  to  the  work  program;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  Santorum.  Correct. 

Chairman  Ford.  And  in  the  work  program,  those  jobs  will  have 
to  be  created  through  whatever  social  service  agencies — I  am  not 
trying  to  limit  it. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Many  of  them  will  be  very  menial.  That  is  the  point 
you  are  getting  to,  and  that  is  correct.  Not  every  welfare  mother 
will  find  a  job  in  the  next  2  years;  we  are  going  to  find  that  some 
of  them  are  almost  going  to  be  unemployable,  and  there  are  people 
out  there  that  we  are  just  going  to  have  a  tough  time  with.  We 
know  that  and  you  know  that.  And  that  is  going  to  apply  in  either 
program. 

Mr.  Shaw.  But  we  are  going  to  have  a  lot  of  successes,  too. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  think  the  three  of  us,  and  other  members  of 
this  subcommittee,  really  should  go  and  take  a  tour.  We  really 
should  go  and  visit  the  welfare  population.  As  chairman  of  this 
subcommittee  over  the  years,  I  know  that  we  are  all  here  trying 
to  discuss  and  work  through  a  welfare  package. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  mayor,  I  conducted  and  was  in 
charge  of  work  programs.  I  was  in  charge  of  housing  projects.  I 
have  been  there.  Don't  act  like  just  because  I  am  a  Republican  that 
I  have  never  been  there. 

Before  we  had  the  new  redistricting,  25  percent  of  my  district 
was  disadvantaged.  And  I  can  tell  you,  I  probably  spent  60  or  70 
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percent  of  my  time  working  with  those  problems.  So  we  are  trying 
to  come  up  with  an  answer. 

We  are  Repubhcans  who  aren't  saying,  let's  just  get  rid  of  the 
programs.  We  are  Republicans  that  say,  we  are  not  giving  up  on 
the  poor.  We  are  trying  to  find  a  better  way.  We  are  trying  to  offer 
them  education;  we  are  trying  to  offer  them  a  second  chance  at  life. 
And  we  are  looking  for  you,  the  Democrats,  to  join  us 

Chairman  Ford.  But  $12  billion  for  a  5-year  period? 

Mr.  Shaw  [continuing].  As  Republicans  who  are  coming  up  with 
innovative  and  new  ideas. 

The  President  embraced  our  idea.  Our  idea  has  been  out  there 
for  3  years.  He  is  going  to  get  credit  for  what  comes  through  here, 
I  know  that;  that  is  the  way  our  system  works.  That  is  great.  All 
we  ask  is  for  a  place  at  the  table,  and  let's  carry  forward  the  pro- 
gram that  the  President  has  advocated,  that  the  Republicans  have 
been  advocating  for  the  last  3  years,  and  let's  move  this  process 
ahead. 

All  we  are  asking  for  is  a  fair  shake  in  this  committee  and  a  fair 
shake  in  the  Rules  Committee.  And  this  is  very,  very  important. 
Let's  let  democracy  work.  Let's  let  the  Republicans  have  their  say. 

We  have  got  many,  many  Democrats  who  are  anxious  to  work 
with  us.  Some  of  them  are  sitting  right  behind  us.  I  know  Mr. 
McCurdy  has  been  very,  very  vocal  in  trying  to  push  something  for- 
ward. He  doesn't  agree  with  us  on  everything,  but  you  know,  we 
have  the  basis  of  making  a  deal  to  help  the  poor  of  this  country 
and  put  them  back  to  work  and  get  them  a  second  chance  at  life. 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  $12  billion  over  a  5-year  period  to  impact 
700,000  people  just,  to  me,  that  is  another  problem  that  we  are 
throwing  money  at.  We  are  throwing  money  at  a  problem  because 
it  is  good  rhetoric  here.  We  want  to  do  it  because  it  is  good  rhet- 
oric. Twelve  billion  dollars  is  a  lot  of  money. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Do  you  want  to  do  the  mathematics  on  the  President's 
program? 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  it  is  the  billion,  $12  billion  for  700,000 
people. 

Mr.  Shaw.  But  he  is  only  helping  150,000  people.  We  are  talking 
about  700,000  in  the  program  by  1999.  And  that  is  a  big  difference. 
And  we  are  just  talking  about  that  is  how  many  are  going  to  be 
served. 

Chairman  Ford.  Twelve  billion  dollars.  I  would  like  to  look  at 
the  window  of  outyears  after  1999,  $12  billion  to  go  into  community 
work;  community  work  programs,  no  training,  offering  no  skills,  no 
opportunity,  you  are  stuck  right  back  with  a  $12  billion  additional 
welfare  program  that  won't  work. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Shaw.  You  have  not  read  our  bill. 

Mr.  Santorum.  You  haven't  read  our  bill  if  you  don't  believe 
there  is  training  in  it. 

Chairman  Ford.  There  is  training  in  it,  but  not  for  these  700,000 
jobs. 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  is  the  additional  money  that  we  are  spend- 
ing on  the  JOBS  program,  the  work  program,  and  on  day  care. 
That  is  $12  billion,  day  care,  JOBS  and  work. 
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You  know  that  in  the  first  2  years  AFDC  recipients  are  ehgible 
for  extensive  training,  and  to  suggest  that  we  should  continue  to 
train  people  forever  for  jobs  that  aren't  going  to  be  there  is  one 
thing.  To  say  that  we  are  going  to  give  a  period  of  time  for  training 
and  then  provide  a  job  to  use  that  training  is  another.  And  the  lat- 
ter is  what  we  do. 

Chairman  Ford.  How  much  of  it  goes  for  socialworkers  and  su- 
pervisors and  people  to  manage  the  program?  Seven  hundred  thou- 
sand jobs,  and  I  am  sure  your  bill  creates  real  jobs  for  the  people 
who  are  going  to  be  supervisors  and  the  socialworkers,  right? 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  is  all  part  of  the  cost  of  the  work  programs. 

Chairman  Ford.  But  I  am  saying  those  are  real  jobs  you  create 
for  people  who  are  outside  of  the  welfare  system  to  come  in  to  man- 
age the  program. 

If  you  looK  at  your  dollars  that  you  are  spending  in  your  system, 
you  don't  address  the  issue  of  pulling  people  off  of  welfare.  You  go 
out  and  get  other  socialworkers  and  supervisors  to  manage  700,000 
people.  You  put  the  burden  on  the  cities  and  the  counties  and  the 
States  in  this  countrj'. 

Mr.  Castle.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I  speak  to  this  for  1  minute. 
I  don't  mean  to  generalize  too  much,  because  I  know  this  is  impor- 
tant, but  I  have  had  some  experience  in  working  with  this,  and  I 
have  seen  it  work  in  my  State  in  a  much  narrower  work  program, 
about  half  the — as  I  said  in  my  testimony;  and  actually  a  lot  of 
those  people  have  gone  back  to  work.  In  fact,  the  lady  who  runs 
it  for  us,  or  the  second  lady  in  command,  actually  was  on  welfare 
at  one  time.  They  have  come  back  into  that  system.  So  some  of  the 
jobs  you  are  talking  about  are  there. 

I  don't  want  to  argue  the  numbers,  because  in  that  $31  billion 
of  savings  are  some  savings  because  people  are  now  working  in- 
stead of  on  welfare,  et  cetera.  So  it  offsets  some  of  the  $12  billion 
you  are  talking  about;  and  maybe  the  numbers  need  to  be  fine 
tuned  or  even  changed  dramatically  in  some  way  or  other. 

I  just  would  like  to  argue  as  strongly  as  I  can  that  for  this  Con- 
gress, or  the  next  Congress,  and  I  don't  know  when  exactly,  to  ig- 
nore this  program  and  not  to  directly  address  it — and  it  is  going 
to  have  to  take  some  work  training — I  think  would  be  a  mistake. 
Not  because  we  need  to  be  hardnosed  about  it  because  it  is  politi- 
cally correct;  but  the  truth  of  the  matter  is,  when  you  give  people 
opportunity,  they  will  seize  it  from  what  I  have  seen. 

If  you  had  asked  me  this  6  years  ago,  I  would  have  told  you  that 
most  people  on  welfare  have  no  interest  in  working  or  becoming 
self-sufficient  or  have  pride  in  what  they  are  doing,  or  whatever  it 
may  be,  with  respect  to  this.  I  have  had  a  complete  new  look  at 
it  in  that  time.  I  honestly  believe  that  a  vast  majority  of  the  people, 
given  an  opportunity,  will  seek  jobs. 

The  jobs  we  have  created  in  Delaware  are  not  public  jobs,  thev 
are  private  jobs.  It  does  depend  on  your  economy,  to  be  honest  with 
you;  if  your  unemployment  is  4  percent,  you  are  going  to  do  better 
than  if  it  is  8  percent.  There  are  situations  that  are  going  to  vary. 

But  we  have  given  people  that  opportunity,  and  they  are  to  a 
man  and  a  woman,  mostly  women,  absolutely  thankful  for  that. 

I  don't  want  to  treat  this  as  so  hard  ana  so  harsh  that  we  are 
making  people  do  something  they  don't  want  to  do.  I  would  tell  you 
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that  most  people  would  appreciate  the  opportunity.  I  want  it  to  be 
as  inexpensive  and  as  efficient  as  possible. 

I  won't  argue  with  you  on  that;  maybe  you  are  right  about  that. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  find  it  true,  I  find  your  comments  right  to  the 
point. 

The  welfare  population  that  I  have  been  in  contact  with,  want  to 
work.  They  would  love  to  have  a  job.  They  want  to  come  off  wel- 
fare. They  don't  want  to  be  stuck  in  this  vicious  cycle  of  welfare  at 
the  dead  end.  They  want  to  come  off  it.  But  I  don't  think  we  can 
send  them  to  community  work  programs,  sweeping  leaves  in  parks 
with  no  opportunity,  just  to  work;  and  we  add  $12  billion  more  to 
a  program  to  make  it  sound  good,  but  at  the  same  time  we  don't 
impact  the  population. 

Mr.  Castle.  Just  so  you  understand,  the  thrust  of  our  program 
is  to  give  people  day  care,  is  to  give  people  education,  is  to  train 
people,  hopefully,  for  the  private  sector.  The  only  time  you  get  into 
the  work  program 

Chairman  Ford.  But  why  do  we  give  people  day  care  and  spend 
$12  billion  additional  on  welfare  to  go  someplace  and  not  work  on 
a  meaningful  job? 

Mr.  Castle.  We  believe  that  a  substantial  majority  of  those  peo- 
ple will  end  up  in  the  private  sector  and  will  end  up  motivated  to 
go  into  the  private  sector,  and  we  are  saying  that  we  want  to  help 
you  get  motivated,  we  want  to  make  sure  you  are  going  to  do  some- 
thing with  respect  to  your  welfare  benefits  that  you  are  going  to 
receive. 

Chairman  Ford.  Why  don't  we  look  at  corporate  America  and  the 
business  community  and  the  pnvate  sector  and  let's  create  a  part- 
nership here  and  train  people  for  what  they  need  to  get  off  the  wel- 
fare rolls,  and  not  worry  about  wasting  2  years. 

Mr.  Castle.  I  don't  disagree  with  that.  As  a  part  of  any  bill  we 
do,  I  don't  disagree  with  that. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Mr.  Chairman,  Governor  Castle  discussed  how 
we  provide  a  lot  of  flexibility  to  the  States.  That  is  part  of  the  flexi- 
bility, to  allow  States  to  set  up  their  own  programs  to  bring  these 
people  into  the  work  force.  And  I  would  just  suggest  that  to  say 
someone  who  works  in  the  Parks  Department,  raking  leaves, 
doesn't  have  meaningful  employment,  is  rather  harsh  to  come  from 
this  committee.  I  think  there  are  a  lot  of  people  who  sweep  leaves 
for  a  living  who  do  very  meaningful  work,  and  who  bring  home  a 
paycheck  and  support  families. 

I  am  sure  everyone  in  this  room  had  a  first  job,  and  it  wasn't  at 
$20  a  hour.  It  was  probably  at  minimum  wage;  it  was  probably  not 
the  most  "meaningful"  job  that  they  have  ever  had,  but  it  was 
work.  And  it  taught  them  the  skills  necessary  to  go  to  work,  get 
up  every  day,  put  in  a  good  day's  effort,  work  with  other  employees, 
work  with  their  supervisors  and  learn  what  it  is  to  earn  a  pay- 
check. 

That  is  a  valuable  experience  for  many,  many  people,  particu- 
larly those  who  have  been  on  welfare  for  extended  periods  of  time. 
That  is  the  meaningful  experience  that  is  the  first  step  to  self-reli- 
ance and  self-support. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  know,  that  is  fine,  if  I  bought  into  those  ar- 
guments, Mr.  Santorum.  Let  us  say  the  park  commissioner  in  my 
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district  is  going  to  bring  50  people  to  rake  leaves  and  sweep  parks. 
Then  let's  place  them  in  a  position  on  that  particular  job  to  be 
trained  to  be  employed  by  the  park  commission,  not  to  come  over 
to  the  tune  of  50  people  a  day  to  be  supervised  from  a  distance  that 
will  get  no  skills  as  to  how  to  really  do  the  job  as  a  full-time  em- 
ployee. 

If  the  city  is  going  to  employ  50  people  in  that  area  over  the  next 
12  months,  let  us  train  those  people  on  this  workfare  Job  that  you 
are  talking  about,  so  they  will  be  ready  to  make  the  $7,  $8,  $9  or 
$10  an  hour  that  the  city  might  pay  for  a  job  like  that. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  Yes. 

Mr.  DeLay.  If  you  look  at  our  bill — let  me  walk  through  it  very 
briefly. 

A — when  you  go  on  AFDC  and  sign  up,  there  are  several  things 
that  happen.  Part  of  it  is  sort  of  a  social  contract  that  works  with 
you  and  tells  you  that  in  2  years  you  are  going  to  have  to  go  to 
work,  either  in  the  private  sector  or  the  public  sector.  You  imme- 
diately have  to  do  job  search. 

Chairman  Ford.  Why  do  you  wait  2  years? 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Chairman,  may  I  finish? 

Chairman  Ford.  Yes,  you  can. 

Mr.  DeLay.  At  the  very  first,  you  have  to  do  job  search  while  you 
are  waiting  for  your  AFDC  payments.  If  you  do  not  do  certain 
things,  there  are  sanctions  brought  against  you  to  teach  you  re- 
sponsibility. Then  if  you  can't  find  a  job,  you  have  got  the  rest  of 
that  2  years  to  improve  your  condition  to  find  a  job. 

What  you  have  spent  almost  30  minutes  on  is  a  very  insignifi- 
cant part  of  our  bill. 

If  you  cannot  find  a  job  after  training  and  education  and  all  the 
help  that  the  government  is  trying  to  help  you  with,  then  you 
would  go  into  a  public  sector  job,  working  for  your  welfare  benefits. 

See,  the  difference  here  is,  the  recipient  then  is  required  to  make 
a  choice  and  take  responsibility  for  their  own  lives.  They  can  con- 
tinue to  seek  a  job  in  the  private  sector  or  they  can  work  for  their 
present  welfare  benefits  in  the  public  sector.  Even  if  that  is  raking 
leaves,  which  the  Chairman  seems  to  think  is  a  menial  task,  at 
least  you  are  outside  that  housing  project,  you  are  no  longer  iso- 
lated like  the  welfare  state  wants  you  to  continue  to  be.  You  are 
networking,  you  are  meeting  people. 

There  is  the  old  saying,  the  best  way  to  find  a  job  is  to  have  one. 
That  is  the  whole  concept  of  our  bill. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman,  could  I 

Chairman  Ford.  And  I  don't  disagree  with  that,  the  best  way  to 
find  that  is  to  have  one,  but  let's  give  them  one.  Let's  give  them 
a  job.  Let's  make  sure  we  put  them  into  a  job  and  not  a  makeshift- 
type  job  that  is  not  really  a  job.  It  is  one  thing  I  am  impressed  with 
in  the  Republicans'  bill  here:  You  acknowledge  that  it  costs  a  lot 
of  money  to  fix  the  welfare  system.  Your  bill  costs  more  than  the 
Democrats'  bill  and  the  bill  the  President  has  sent  over  to  this  com- 
mittee. 

Mr.  DeIj^y.  Not  true,  we  saved  $20  billion.  We  have  a  net  sav- 
ings of  $20  billion. 
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Chairman  Ford.  I  am  not  talking  about  the  revenue  offset.  You 
add  $12  bilhon  more  to  the  AFDC  system,  and  I  am  proud  of  the 
fact  that  the  Republicans  admit  that  their  proposal  costs  more  than 
the  President's  proposal. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman,  let's  not  act  like  the  sun  is  going  to 
come  up  in  the  West  in  the  morning.  I  think  here  it  is  a  question 
of  us  understanding  that  if  you  are  going  to  have  a  quality  pro- 
gram, it  is  going  to  cost  something. 

Now  when  you  talk  about  $12  billion,  the  cost  in  our  bill,  or  you 
talk  about  the  cost  in  the  President's  bill,  you  are  actually  talking 
about  a  lot  more  money  than  that.  Because  what  we  are  talking 
about  is  additional  cost.  You  have  still  got  your  AFDC  payments 
coming  in.  And  what  we  are  saying  is,  we  are  going  to  take  that 
money  that  we  have  been  throwing  out  to  the  world,  that  we  have 
been  using  as  a  magnet  for  the  people  to  come  into  our  country, 
and  we  are  going  to  invest  it  on  citizens  of  the  United  States  and 
the  political  refugees  that  are  in  this  country  legally  and  have  been 
determined  as  such.  We  are  investing  in  our  own  people  and  in  the 
future  of  our  own  people. 

And  I  want  to  walk  through  something  else,  because  there  is  a 
point  that  has  been  missed  here.  And  I  don't  want  it  to  be  missed, 
because  it  is  very  important.  We  are  not  talking  about  just  700,000 
people.  We  are  talking  literally  about  millions  of  people. 

Some  people  have  come  into  the  program  for  1  day  and  will  have 
found  a  job  through  our  job  placement  program.  Some  will  have 
been  in  the  program  for  a  matter  of  weeks  or  months  and  we  will 
have  given  them  training  and  found  them  a  job,  and  they  will  be 
out  in  the  work  force. 

Chairman  Ford.  Those  are  the  job  training  jobs.  I  appreciate 
that.  That  is  good. 

Mr.  Shaw.  And  the  2-year  limitation  in  both  the  administration's 
bill  and  our  bill  and  most  of  the  other  bills  that  are  around  here, 
including  the  Democrats'  bill  that  the  middle-of-the-road  Democrats 
have  put  in,  that  is  a  lifetime  provision  that  limits  AFDC  benefits 
to  2  years  unless  people  work. 

What  did  I  call  them?  Middle-of-the-road  sounded  like  road  kill, 

I  guess;  I  am  sorry,  I  mean  Mainstream  Forum. 

But  what  we  are  talking  about  is  a  2-year  period  of  time  that  you 
have  for  your  whole  life.  If  you  go  in  for  1  month,  and  you  find  a 
job  and  you  are  out  of  it,  that  means  that  you  have  got  1  year  and 

II  months  to  go.  And  I  think  that  is  important,  to  realize  this. 

We  aren't  looking  to  keep  people  in  this  program  for  2  years.  It 
is  going  to  be  a  horrible  program  if  that  is  the  case.  Because  you 
have  got  to  go  through  job  search  and  job  training  for  a  maximum 
period  of  2  years.  If  everybody  that  comes  into  the  program  has  2 
years  of  training,  this  thing  isn't  going  to  work,  the  President's  pro- 
gram isn't  going  to  work  and  none  of  them  out  there  are  going  to 
work,  but  we  have  got  to  have  faith  in  the  people  of  this  country 
and  realize  that  in  America  if  you  give  them  a  second  chance,  that 
most  of  the  folks  are  going  to  make  it. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  praise  that  part  of  your  bill  about  the  10  to 
15  percent  of  the  job-ready  population,  the  welfare  population  that 
you  can  identify  with  job  opportunities  and  place  them  right  into 
the  private  sector.  We  all  want  that. 
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But,  Mr.  Shaw,  we  are  talking  about  the  $12  bilHon.  We  are  talk- 
ing about  the  costs.  Your  bill  will  take  off  like  a  rocket  after  the 
year  1999,  7.3  billion  Federal  dollars  and  about  $4.2  billion  that 
will  be  shifted  to  the  States.  You  don't  go  down. 

You  spend,  with  the  States  and  the  Federal  match  together,  in 
1  year,  $13  billion.  It  takes  more  just  to  place  people  in  the  commu- 
nity work  programs. 

Mr.  Shaw.  The  States  and  the  Federal  Government,  though,  are 
going  to  save  money,  and  they  are  both  going  to  save  money. 

You  tried  to  make  the  point  that  we  are  dumping  more  of  this 
cost  off  on  the  States.  We  are  not,  because  we  are  taking  the  people 
who  are  not  citizens  of  these  United  States  and  aren't  qualified 
under  the  plan,  we  are  taking  them  out  of  the  program.  So  the 
States  are  going  to  save  that  money,  as  well  as  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. 

So  the  Republicans  really,  we  don't  change  our  spots;  we  are 
more  than  paying  for  it. 

And  this  is  also  a  deficit  reduction  bill,  and  I  think  that  is  very 
important.  We  appreciate  your  pointing  out  what  great  spenders 
we  are  and  throwing  money  at  the  problem,  but  really  we  are  pull- 
ing money  in  and  we  are  saving  money  and  we  are  reducing  the 
deficit  by  our  bill.  And  I  think  that  is  a  very  important  difference 
to  realize. 

Mr.  Matsui,  a  little  earlier,  brought  up  that  question,  that  he 
was  afraid  that  you,  whoever  you  are,  would  lose  control  of  the 
issue  and  that  our  financing  package  would  go  to  work.  Well,  I 
promise  you,  if  we  have  a  chance  on  the  House  floor  at  offering  our 
finance  package  and  limiting  these  payments  only  to  citizens  of  the 
United  States  and  political  refugees,  we  will  win.  And  all  we  are 
asking  for  is  a  fair  break  and  a  fair  rule  that  lets  the  democratic 
process  go  forward.  And  that  is  very  important. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  pretty  close  to  you,  your  position  on  that. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Let's  talk  some  more. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  shared  that  with  you,  even  on  the  House  floor. 

I  am  not  for  a  part  of  it.  In  the  revenue  part  of  it,  in  trying  to 
find  offsets,  find  the  revenue,  I  was  a  part  of  the  subcommittee 
hearings  that  Mr.  Santorum  and  Mr.  Pickle  and  all  of  us  were  on 
the  same  side. 

Mr.  DeLay.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  want  to  cut  spending  out  of  our 
bill,  I  will  be  more  than  willing  to  work  with  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  not  trying  to  cut  more.  I  just  want  to 
make  sure  we  design  a  bill  that  when  we  finally  come  together 
here,  whatever  the  cost  factors  are,  that  we  don't  want  the  Repub- 
licans to  say  the  cost  is  too  much. 

I  mean,  if  you  add  one  additional  year  to  your  bill,  you  are  talk- 
ing about  right  at  $20  billion.  Sure,  we  want  to  send  the  welfare 
population  to  work.  We  want  everybody  on  welfare  that  is  able  to 
work  to  work. 

As  chairman  of  this  subcommittee  and  a  Member  of  this  Con- 
gress for  20  years,  I  want  people  off  welfare  and  in  the  job  arena. 
I  want  them  working. 

But  I  think  that  we  have  a  responsibility  to  these  law-abiding 
citizens,  these  decent  citizens,  these  innocent  children,  the  future 
of  this  Nation,  the  next  generation.  We  have  every  right  to  make 
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sure  they  are  privileged  and  privy  to  the  things  that  other  children, 
my  children  and  your  children  and  other  children  in  this  country, 
are  able  to  be  a  part  of  and  to  witness  and  enjoy  some  of  the  fruits 
of  America. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  that  all  of  us  here  at  this  table 
certainly  join  with  you  in  the  last  remark  that  you  made.  We  agree, 
and  we  have  faith  in  the  poor,  and  we  have  faith  in  this  country; 
and  together,  I  think  we  can  come  up  with  something. 

Chairman  Ford.  Abuse,  waste  and  fraud  in  the  welfare  system 
must  go.  People  who  are  drawing  welfare  checks  and  don't  want  to 
work,  then  we  should  take  them  off  welfare.  But  we  should  be 
ready  to  look  at  and  design  a  program. 

I  want  to  work  with  the  Republicans,  Mr.  Santorum,  Mr.  Shaw, 
Mr.  DeLay  and  Mr.  Castle;  I  want  to  work  with  you  in  every  way. 
I  want  to  work  with  the  Mainstream  Democrats.  I  want  to  work 
with  everyone.  And  I  want  people  to  work.  I  want  people  off  wel- 
fare who  are  able  to  work.  But  I  think,  with  that,  we  have  to  also 
give  protection  for  these  children.  Because  we  have  talked  about 
these  15-  and  13-  and  12-year-old  young  ladies  having  babies.  We 
should  make  sure  that  we  focus  more  attention,  other  than  just 
child  care,  on  these  children;  that  we  should  do  something  here  be- 
cause those  children  are  innocent.  I  know  we  all  care,  we  are  all 
committed,  and  we  just  have  different  ways  of  trying  to  get  there. 

I  just  hope  during  the  whole  debate,  over  the  next  2  weeks  or  few 
months,  that  we  will  be  able  to  come  together  on  some  common 
ground.  I  want  to  accomplish  the  same  thing  that  you  want,  and 
I  know  that  I  might  have  this  political  rhetoric.  We  are  trying  to 
outtalk  the  other  about  it,  but  I  hope  at  some  point  we  can  come 
together  on  common  ground  and  work  something  out.  I  too  want 
welfare  recipients,  the  adults  who  are  able  to  work  to  go  to  work; 
and  we  should  put  them  to  work;  if  not,  we  should  take  them  off 
welfare. 

But  1  think  that  we  should  protect  our  children.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

Sorry  to  the  other  Members  waiting  so  long,  Dave  McCurdy,  L.F. 
Payne,  and  Jill  Long,  the  next  panel.  We  are  going  to  be  talking 
about  H.R.  4414,  the  Independence  for  Families  Act  of  1994,  the 
Mainstream  Forum  you  represent.  We  are  delighted  to  have  you 
before  the  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Payne,  as  one  of  the  full  committee  members,  I  am  sorry  to 
have  you  waiting.  We  try  to  accommodate  all  Members;  but  espe- 
cially those  on  the  full  committee,  we  try  to  bring  them  in  right 
away.  Let  me  thank  you  for  coming  and  we  look  forward,  Mr. 
Payne,  to  working  with  you  at  the  full  committee  if  there  is  a  bill 
that  will  be  reported  any  time  soon. 

At  this  time,  I  will  yield  to  the  panel. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  L.F.  PAYNE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  Payne  of  Virginia.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman, 
for  allowing  me  to  join  the  subcommittee  this  afternoon  for  the 
hearing  on  the  testimony  on  the  various  welfare  plans  that  are  be- 
fore the  subcommittee.  I  think  we  all  benefited  from  the  discussion, 
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and  the  question  and  answer  period  that  you  just  had.  I  think  we 
all  learned  something  from  that,  certainly. 

I  think  all  these  plans  that  we  are  talking  about  may  differ 
somewhat  in  the  details,  but  I  think  we  can  all  agree  on  the  fact 
that  the  current  welfare  system  is  broken.  Instead  of  rewarding 
work,  the  system  punishes  those  who  go  to  work,  instead  of 
strengthening  families,  it  penalizes  two-parent  families,  and  in- 
stead of  instilling  personal  responsibility,  it  lets  too  many  fathers 
who  owe  child  support  off  the  hook. 

These  incentives  are  at  odds  with  the  values  we  all  share,  we  in 
Congress,  and  at  odds  with  those  of  the  American  public.  Welfare 
should  offer  transitional  support,  en  route  to  a  job,  rather  than  to 
subsidize  a  way  of  life  that  is  not  connected  to  work  or  to  the  fam- 
ily or  to  parental  responsibility. 

I  am  an  original  cosponsor  of  the  Mainstream  Forum's  welfare 
reform  proposal,  H.R.  4414,  which  is  the  Independence  for  Families 
Act  of  1994.  This  plan  builds  on  the  core  principles  found  in  the 
President's  proposal,  as  well  as  those  in  the  Republican  leader- 
ship's bill. 

It  contains  a  2-year  limit  on  benefits,  emphasizes  work  during 
the  2-year  period,  and  it  requires  those  who  do  not  find 
unsubsidized  work  to  participate  in  public  service.  And  I  believe 
that  this  Mainstream  Forum  bill  strikes  perhaps  an  appropriate 
balance  between  the  President's  plan  and  the  Republican  bill  for 
building  a  very  broad,  bipartisan  consensus  on  welfare  reform, 
which  I  think  is  very  important. 

And  I  am  pleased  to  introduce  the  sponsor  of  the  Independence 
for  Families  Act,  Congressman  Dave  McCurdy  from  Oklahoma, 
along  with  an  original  cosponsor,  Congresswoman  Jill  Long  from 
Indiana,  who  will  be  presenting  testimony  on  H.R.  4414  to  the  sub- 
committee. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  McCurdy,  you  are  recognized,  sir. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DAVE  McCURDY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OKLAHOMA 

Mr.  McCurdy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  first  of  all  for  holding 
this  important  hearing  to  address  a  growing  crisis  in  our  Nation, 
a  crisis  of  poverty  and  welfare  dependence. 

Before  I  begin  my  statement,  I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  I  be 
able  to  submit  for  the  record  the  statement  of  our  colleague  and 
good  friend  who  was — played  such  a  critical  role  in  the  drafting  of 
this  bill,  Alan  Wheat  from  Missouri,  who  is  out  today,  but  he  want- 
ed to  have  his  statement  included  with  ours. 

Chairman  Ford.  Without  objection,  it  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Wheat  follows:] 
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Statement  of  U.S.  Congressman  Alan  Wheat 

Ways  and  Means  Committee  Hearing  on  Welfare  Reform 

July  27,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman  and  other  memtiers  of  the  Committee,  today  I  am  pleased  to  have  the 
opportunity  to  provide  my  input  regarding  the  welfare  reform  legislation  that  Mr. 
McCurdy,  myself,  and  other  members  of  the  Mainstream  Forum  introduced  in  May. 

There  is  a  growing  consensus  among  many  welfare  recipients  and  taxpayers  that 
the  current  welfare  system  is  broken  and  that  It  has  failed  In  its  mission  to  help  those  it 
is  intended  to  sen/e. 

Today,  many  Americans  on  the  tX)ttom  rung  of  our  economic  ladder  are 
disillusioned  with  a  government  that  too  often  lacks  compassion. 

There  is  a  belief  among  those  who  rely  on  welfare  that  there  is  little  or  no  opportunity 
to  obtain  a  good  job,  to  share  in  the  prosperity  of  the  economic  mainstream. 

For  many  of  the  taxpayers  who  pay  America's  bills,  there  is  just  as  strong  a  belief 
that  some  citizens  refuse  to  accept  personal  responsibility  for  their  actions  and  their 
lives,  that  many  who  stand  at  the  bottom  of  that  economic  ladder  refuse  to  pull 
themselves  up,  and  instead  choose  to  live  off  the  labor  of  others. 

The  welfare  reform  legislation  that  the  Mainstream  Forum  has  Introduced 
resolves  that  conflict  and  restores  the  trust  that,  as  Americans,  we  should  have  in 
each  other. 

Fundamentally,  the  Independence  for  Families  Act  will  replace  the  perception  of 
a  welfare  society  divorced  from  work  and  responsibility  with  the  reality  of  the 
American  work  ethic. 

The  Independence  for  Families  Act  is  not  a  punitive  measure.  It  Is 
compassionate.  It  will  foster  trust  among  the  American  people,  and  it  will  encourage 
personal  responsibility. 

It  is  compassionate  because  it  recognizes  that  society  should  provide  everyone, 
no  matter  what  their  station  in  life,  a  meaningful  opportunity  to  work. 

It  is  compassionate  because  it  invests  heavily  in  job  training,  education,  child 
care,  health  care,  and  other  support  absolutely  necessary  for  our  fellow  citizens  to 
complete  the  transition  to  the  world  of  work. 

And  perhaps  most  Importantly,  our  bill  fosters  trust  among  Americans  because  it 
creates  a  clear  new  Social  Contract  between  welfare  recipients  and  government,  a 
contractual  relationship  in  the  best  American  tradition. 

Taxpayers  will  know  that  welfare  recipients  are  maldng  their  besf  effort  to  become 
employed,  and  the  people  making  that  effort  will  know  that  at  the  end  of  the  education 
and  training  process,  there  will  be  a  job  available. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  now  like  to  take  a  moment  to  focus  my  attention  on  one 
particular  section  of  our  bill  that  I  believe  Is  a  critical  component  of  meaningful 
welfare  reform-stronger  child  support  enforcement. 

In  order  to  reduce  the  incidence  of  poverty  and  the  costs  of  public  benefits,  it  is 
vitally  important  that  we  recognize  the  role  and  responsibility  that  both  parents  must 
play  in  the  lives  of  their  children. 
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The  bill  fosters  responsibility,  because  It  tells  parents  and  families  that.  In  return 
for  government  support,  they  must  take  personal  responsibility  for  themselves  and  for 
their  children. 

The  obligations  of  parenthood  can  no  longer  be  Ignored. 

We  must  work  to  reconnect  absent  parents  with  their  children  and  ensure  that 
those  who  have  the  financial  means  to  provide  support  live  up  to  their  responsibilities. 

To  achieve  this  objective,  the  bill  provides  states  with  the  necessary  tools  to  locate 
absent  parents  through  national  registries  of  child  support  orders,  by  requiring  all  new 
hires  to  report  child  support  obligations  on  their  W~4  forms,  and  by  expanding  the  role 
of  the  Federal  Parent  Locator  Sen/ice.  We  must  put  absent  parents  on  notice  that 
moving  to  another  state  or  changing  jobs  will  not  absolve  them  of  their  financial 
responsibilities. 

Second,  the  bill  allows  states  to  establish  simple  consent  procedures  for 
hospital-based  paternity  that  allow  fathers  to  voluntarily  acknowledge  their  children  at 
birth,  and  requires  states  to  provide  these  fathers  with  positive  parenting  counseling 
that  emphasizes  the  importance  of  parental  responsibility. 

Third,  the  bill  demands  uncompromising  punitive  measures  for  dead-beat  parents. 
Parents  who  are  delinquent  in  their  child  support  payments  and  who  refuse  to 
cooperate  will  be  required  to  enter  work  programs  to  pay  their  child  support 
obligations. 

Finally,  in  order  to  ensure  that  all  children  receive  the  monies  to  which  they  are 
entitled,  states  must  have  the  tools  to  garnish  all  earnings  to  satisfy  child  support 
obligations,  including  workers'  compensation,  lottery  and  gambling  winnings,  and 


In  summary  Mr.  Chairman,  the  Independence  for  Families  Act  fundamentally 
changes  how  we  view  welfare-from  a  system  which  writes  checks  and  promotes  a 
lifestyle  divorced  from  work  and  parental  responsibility,  to  one  which  provides 
transitional  support  to  needy  families  en  route  to  a  job  and  self-sufficiency. 

That  is  what  welfare  was  intended  to  be,  should  have  been,  and  will  be  In  the 
future. 

Not  a  perpetual  underpriviliged  way  of  life,  but  a  helping  hand  for  those  in  need 
during  the  transition  to  work. 
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Mr.  McCuRDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  come  to  testify  about  a  pro- 
posal developed  by  a  task  force  of  the  House  Mainstream  Forum 
that  will  change  this  broken  system.  H.R.  4414,  the  Independence 
for  Families  Act,  offers  the  best  elements  in  my  opinion,  of  the 
many  welfare  reform  proposals  on  the  table  today.  It  takes  a  tough 
approach  to  reform  by  setting  time  limits  and  requiring  people  to 
be  responsible  for  their  own  actions. 

It  also  is  a  compassionate  approach,  because  it  provides  the  nec- 
essary resources  for  welfare  recipients  to  realistically  achieve  self- 
sufficiency. 

Our  plan  will  enable  Americans  trapped  in  poverty  to  break  out 
of  the  welfare  cycle  without  imposing  additional  taxes  or  other 
hardships  on  working  men  and  women.  It  will  fulfill  the  President's 
promise  to  "end  welfare  as  we  know  it."  And  it  will  do  this  by  giv- 
ing practical  effect  to  the  cardinal  American  values  of  work,  family, 
and  personal  responsibility. 

It  is  widely  recognized  that  work  as  an  alternative  to  welfare 
must  be  at  the  core  of  any  reform  plan.  Welfare  must  not  be  a  way 
of  life,  but  a  transition  to  a  job. 

Our  time-limited  work  first  program,  which  I  think  is  unique 
among  the  reform  plans,  aims  to  get  people  into  the  work  force  as 
rapidly  as  possible  instead  of  merely  expanding  a  vast  education 
and  training  bureaucracy.  Our  legislation  will  also  ensure  that 
"work  pays"  by  fully  funding  child  care  and  by  allowing  recipients 
who  are  working  to  keep  more  of  their  earnings  and  savings. 

To  establish  the  responsibility  to  work,  there  must  be  a  clear 
limit  to  benefits.  An  effective  time  limit  cannot  be  filled  with  loop- 
holes, but  it  must  ensure  that  families  receive  the  adequate  sup- 
port and  services  they  need  to  move  off  of  welfare  into  work.  We 
think  we  have  struck  this  balance  in  our  legislation. 

The  ultimate  guarantee  of  responsibility  is  the  time  limit.  It  says 
that  individuals  are,  in  the  end,  responsible  for  their  own  welfare. 
Government  will  help  them  become  self-sufficient,  but  it  w^ill  not 
subsidize  them  forever. 

We  must  also  change  the  culture  of  the  welfare  office.  Case- 
workers should  be  rewarded  for  getting  people  off  of  welfare,  not 
maintaining  eligibility  for  those  on  it.  Our  plan  will  develop  a  sys- 
tem where  job  placement  is  the  measure  for  success,  and  case- 
workers who  achieve  that  goal  earn  bonuses  and  other  incentives. 

Just  as  important  as  the  principle  of  work  are  the  principles  of 
family  stability  and  personal  responsibility,  and  our  plan  contains 
elements  to  promote  both  of  those  goals.  We  deny  increases  in 
AFDC  funding  to  mothers  who  have  additional  children  while  on 
welfare.  We  require  minors  who  have  children  to  live  with  a  re- 
sponsible adult  to  obtain  benefits.  We  provide  incentives  to  teen 
parents  who  stay  in  school.  And  we  put  in  place  much  tougher 
child  support  enforcement  measures. 

Finally,  there  is  the  issue  of  funding.  Most  reform  plans  agree  on 
a  direction  for  reform,  but  few  agree  on  a  source  of  funding.  Our 
proposal  to  finance  this  reform  is  based  upon  the  principle  that  our 
government's  first  obligation  is  to  its  own  citizens.  Accordingly, 
faced  with  limited  resources,  we  have  proposed  reductions  in  wel- 
fare benefits  currently  paid  to  noncitizens.  Current  immigration 
law  requires  assurances  that  individuals  entering  the  country  will 
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not  become  public  charges.  Our  plan  seeks  to  make  this  a  reality, 
rather  than  an  unenforced  promise. 

To  those  Members  who  find  such  a  proposal  objectionable,  I 
would  say,  look  at  the  details.  Look  at  the  exemptions  for  refugees, 
asylees  and  the  elderly.  Look  at  the  educational  and  emergency 
health  care  benefits  that  are  preserved.  And  look  most  of  all  at  the 
role  of  immigrants'  legal  sponsors  as  an  alternative  to  government 
benefits. 

We  are  in  no  way  abandoning  immigrants.  We  are  shifting  the 
responsibility  for  their  welfare  to  those  sponsors  who  agree,  in 
writing,  to  assure  that  responsibility. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  no  single  issue  we  will  consider  this 
year  is  as  important  as  welfare  reform.  Our  welfare  crisis  keeps 
millions  of  Americans  trapped  in  desperate  poverty  at  the  same 
time  it  destroys  Americans'  faith  in  government. 

Poor  Americans  are  waiting  for  a  signal  of  hope.  Working  men 
and  women  are  longing  for  a  sign  that  work,  family,  and  personal 
responsibility  still  mean  something.  We  believe  our  legislation  will 
answer  both  calls  and  help  put  an  end  to  the  catastrophe  that  our 
welfare  system  has  become. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you. 

Ms.  Long. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JILL  L.  LONG,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  INDIANA 

Ms.  Long.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  ask  that  my  full  testi- 
mony be  submitted  for  a  part  of  the  record,  and  I  will  just  summa- 
rize. 

I  first  want  to  commend  you  and  the  committee  for  moving 
ahead,  I  think  fairly  expeditiously,  on  this  issue,  because  there  are 
people  all  across  the  country  that  want  the  Congress  to  address 
this  issue.  And  in  the  Congress  we  have  a  number  of  things  on  our 
plate  today,  but  I  really  commend  you  for  taking  the  initiative  and 
pushing  forward  on  this  issue,  because  it  is  such  an  important 
issue  to  our  country. 

And  I  also  convey  my  appreciation  to  Mr.  McCurdy  for  his  lead- 
ership on  this  issue  in  trying  to  find  common  ground  between  dif- 
ferent points  of  view  and  opposing  points  of  view. 

I  am  going  to  just  highlight  a  few  of  the  provisions  of  the  Main- 
stream Forum  approach  that  I  believe  are  important  and  those,  in 
particular,  that  emphasize  personal  responsibility.  I  think  that  in 
our  current  welfare  system  we  are  sending  the  wrong  message  to 
recipients  and  to  the  public,  and  our  bill  seeks  to  change  those 
messages,  as  well  as  to  make  substantive  changes. 

I  believe  that  any  welfare  reform  must  support  basic  American 
values,  and  we  know  that  people  respond  to  incentives,  so  we  must 
include  the  incentives  in  our  welfare  system  that  reflect  those  val- 
ues— for  example,  incentives  to  get  off  of  welfare  and  to  become 
self-sufficient,  incentives  to  stay  in  school,  incentives  to  be  finan- 
cially responsible  for  children  and  incentives  to  not  have  additional 
children  while  on  welfare  and  unable  to  support  those  children. 

The  provisions  in  the  Mainstream  Forum  bill  to  create  these  in- 
centives are  strengthened  child  support  enforcement,  improved  pa- 
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temity  establishment,  an  educational  campaign  to  discourage  teen 
pregnancy,  a  requirement  that  the  income  of  children  of 
noncustodial  parents  be  deemed  available  for  child  support  pay- 
ments, a  requirement  that  minor  mothers  live  with  a  responsible 
adult,  a  bonus  payment  for  those  under  the  age  of  20  to  complete 
their  high  school  education,  the  option  for  States  to  eliminate  de- 
terrents to  marriage,  and  elimination  of  the  payment  of  additional 
benefits  for  children  bom  while  the  mother  is  on  welfare. 

Efforts  to  ensure  that  both  parents  are  responsible  for  the  needs 
of  their  children  can  be  accomplished  through  a  number  of  ap- 
proaches. We  would — we  include  in  the  bill  the  use  of  hospital- 
based  paternity,  enhanced  noncustodial  location  and  identification, 
and  increased  punitive  measures  for  noncompliant  parents. 

I  realize — and  I  think  many  people  struggle  with  this — I  realize 
that  the  family  cap  is  a  controversial  issue;  and  admittedly  the  re- 
search that  has  been  done  to  date  has  not  been  conclusive  in  what 
impact  this  provision  might  have.  However,  I  believe  it  is  impor- 
tant that  our  welfare  system  send  a  new  message.  And  I  believe 
that  it  is  reasonable  that  we  have  comparable  provisions  in  our 
welfare  program,  comparable  to  what  happens  in  the  workplace. 

I  am  not  one  of  those  who  believes  that  welfare  recipients  have 
more  children  so  they  can  have  an  additional  $50  or  $60  a  month. 
I  don't  think  that  is  what  they  are  thinking.  But  I  do  believe  that 
if  they  know  that  they  have  to  care  for  another  child  on  the  same 
amount  of  money,  the  same  way  that  people  in  the  workplace  do — 
you  don't  get  a  raise  in  the  workplace  simply  because  you  have 
more  children — I  think  that  there  is  a  strong  incentive  to  avoid  be- 
coming pregnant. 

One  other  section  of  the  bill  that  I  will  highlight  is  program  sim- 
plification. And  I  think  this  is  probably  one  of  the  least  glamorous 
but  most  important  areas  of  welfare  reform.  I  took  the  initiative  on 
this  section  because  I  believe  that  it  provides  the  relief  that  we 
should  have  or  we  must  have  to  administer  welfare  programs. 
There  are  20  specific  provisions  to  unify  the  rules  and  regulations 
of  the  food  stamp  and  AFDC  programs,  and  that  should  enable 
caseworkers  to  focus  on  assisting  clients  to  become  independent 
rather  than  what  they  now  have  to  focus  on,  which  is  processing 
paperwork. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  Congress  will  consider  legislation  this  year 
that  will  reform  our  welfare  system,  and  I  believe  that  the  Main- 
stream Forum  bill  provides  a  thoughtful  and  a  very  comprehensive 
approach  to  reform,  and  I  encourage  the  members  of  this  commit- 
tee to  give  our  legislation  your  full  consideration. 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  be  here  today. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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CONGRESSWOMAN  JILL  LONG 

TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE 

COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

WEDNESDAY,  JULY  2  7 


Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  today 
on  an  issue  that  I  believe  is  tremendously  important,  reform  of 
our  nation's  welfare  system.   First  allow  me  to  express  my 
appreciation  to  Mr.  McCurdy  for  his  leadership  on  this  issue.   I 
am  thankful  for  the  opportunity  to  have  worked  on  what  I  believe 
is  a  thoughtful  and  sensible  approach  to  welfare  reform. 

While  Mr.  McCurdy  has  outlined  several  of  the  significant 
portions  of  the  Mainstream  Forum  bill,  H.R.  4414,  there  are  a  few 
other  areas  of  the  bill  that  I  believe  are  important  and  will 
take  just  a  minute  to  highlight.   These  provisions  emphasize  one 
of  the  tenets  of  the  Mainstream  Forum  bill  -  -  personal 
responsibility. 

It  is  clear  that  our  welfare  system  today  sends  the  wrong 
messages  to  recipients  and  to  the  public.   Our  bill  seeks  to 
change  those  messages.   I  do  believe  that  welfare  programs  play 
an  important  and  necessary  role  in  our  society.   However,  we  must 
end  reliance  on  welfare  for  long  periods  of  time  and  restore  the 
original  intention  of  these  programs  --  transitional  assistance 
to  those  in  need.   In  order  to  make  welfare  benefits  a  temporary 
answer,  we  must  provide  welfare  recipients  with  the  assistance 
they  need  to  become  self  sufficient.   Mr.  McCurdy  has  effectively 
outlined  these  provisions  in  his  testimony. 

I  believe  any  welfare  reform  must  support  basic  American 
values.   We  know  that  people  respond  to  incentives,  so  we  must 
include  the  incentives  in  our  welfare  system  that  reflect  those 
values  --  incentives  to  get  off  of  welfare  and  become  self 
sufficient,  incentives  to  stay  in  school,  incentives  to  be 
financially  responsible  for  children  and  incentives  to  not  have 
additional  children  while  on  welfare.   Such  a  system  also  needs 
the  flexibility  to  address  those  with  different  needs. 

We  have  included  several  provisions  in  the  Mainstream  Forum 
bill  that  we  believe  achieve  the  goals  of  changing  the  incentives 
in  the  welfare  system.   These  include  strengthened  child  support 
enforcement,  improved  paternity  establishment,  an  educational 
campaign  to  discourage  teen  pregnancy,  a  requirement  that  the 
income  of  parents  of  noncustodial  parents  be  deemed  available  for 
child  support  payments,  a  requirement  that  minor  mothers  live 
with  a  responsible  adult,  a  bonus  payment  for  those  under  age  20 
to  complete  their  high  school  education,  the  option  for  states  to 
eliminate  deterrents  to  marriage  and  to  not  pay  welfare 
recipients  additional  benefits  for  children  born  after  they  are 
on  welfare. 
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One  of  the  most  important  parts  of  the  Mainstream  Forum  bill 
is  its  expansion  of  child  support  enforcement  provisions.   It  is 
vital  that  parents  are  held  primarily  responsible  for  the 
financial  and  personal  care  of  their  children  before  the 
government  is  looked  to  for  such  assistance.   We  must  establish  a 
system  that  effectively  makes  both  parents  responsible  for  the 
needs  of  their  child.   Such  efforts  can  be  accomplished  through 
the  use  of  hospital  based  paternity,  enhanced  non- custodial 
location  and  identification,  and  increased  punitive  measures  for 
non- compliant  parents. 

Of  course,  I  realize  that  the  limit  on  benefits  to  a  family, 
the  so  called  "family  cap,"  is  a  controversial  issue. 
Admittedly,  the  research  is  not  conclusive  on  what  impact  the 
family  cap  may  have.   However,  I  believe  it  is  important  that  our 
welfare  system  send  a  nev/  message.   Welfare  should  be  comparable 
to  the  workplace  in  that  mothers  and  fathers  with  jobs  in  the 
workplace  do  not  receive  automatic  pay  increases  when  they  have 
additional  children.   I  do  not  believe  that  welfare  recipients 
have  more  children  for  an  additional  $50  to  $60  a  month.   But,  I 
do  believe  that  if  they  know  that  they  have  to  care  for  another 
child  on  the  same  amount  of  money  they  are  currently  receiving, 
there  is  a  strong  incentive  to  avoid  becoming  pregnant.   In 
addition,  we  have  given  states  an  easy  means  to  opt  out  of  the 
family  cap  if  they  so  choose. 

One  other  section  of  the  bill  that  I  will  highlight  is 
program  simplification.   I  took  the  initiative  to  have  this 
section  included  in  the  bill  because  I  believe  it  provides  needed 
relief  for  those  who  administer  welfare  programs.   The 
administrative  burden  of  operating  the  Food  Stamp  and  AFDC 
programs  is  compounded  by  the  fact  that  many  of  the  rules  and 
regulations  in  the  two  programs  are  inconsistent  and 
contradictory.   The  Mainstream  Forum,  bill  contains  20  specific 
recommendations  to  coordinate  and  unify  the  Food  Stamp  and  AFDC 
programs  that  were  recommended  by  the  American  Public  Welfare 
Association.   I  believe  such  changes  are  essential  to  enabling 
caseworkers  to  focus  on  assisting  clients  instead  of  processing 
paperwork,  and  I  strongly  urge  the  committee  to  not  overlook 
these  provisions  when  welfare  reform  legislation  is  marked  up. 

It  is  my  hope  that  the  Congress  will  consider  legislation 
chis  year  to  reform  our  nation's  welfare  system.   I  believe  it  is 
needed  and  wanted  by  the  adm.inistrators  of  the  programs,  the 
beneficiaries  of  the  programs  and  the  American  public.   The 
Mainstream  Forum  bill  provides  a  thoughtful  and  comprehensive 
approach  to  reform  and  I  encourage  the  members  of  the  committee 
to  give  it  their  full  consideration. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  McCurdy,  you  were  talking  earher  about  socialworkers,  case- 
workers, and  I  guess  we  get  the  case  managers  and  all. 

In  a  welfare  reform  bill  that  we  are  placing  emphasis  on  work 
and  jobs,  what  do  we  do?  There  are  so  many  socialworkers  and 
caseworkers.  We  hear  so  many  stories  about  the  fact  that  they 
strengthen  the  welfare  system.  We  are  trapped  into  this  cycle  be- 
cause we  don't  have  the  case  managers  who  are  trying  to  move  peo- 
ple off  welfare.  Instead  they  just  keep  doing  the  paperwork,  keep- 
ing them  on  welfare  through  the  bureaucracy. 

It  is  tough  when  we  keep  talking  about  this  population,  but  the 
welfare  population  is  not  the  only  area  where  we  should  really 
point  the  finger.  We  have  created  a  lot  of  this  through  these  pro- 
grams, and  it  is  tough  for  people  to  make  it.  And  oftentimes  you 
wonder  whether  or  not  caseworkers  are  keeping  their  jobs  rather 
than  trying  to  move  people  into  the  work  force. 

I  don't  see  an  incentive  there  for  State  agencies  to  really  move 
and  to  act  on  some  type  of  job  creation,  job  placement  for  the  job- 
ready  people  and  keeping  people  in  the  work  force  once  they  go  off 
of  welfare. 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  you  hit  the  nail  on  the 
head.  When  I  talk  about  changing  the  mentality  of  welfare,  I  am 
not  just  talking  about  people  who  are  on  public  assistance.  I  think 
it  is  the  people  who  administer  the  program  as  much.  And  any  of 
these  programs  that  put  the  emphasis  on  work  first  and  put  the 
emphasis  on  job  placement  as  opposed  to  income  maintenance  real- 
ize that  there  has  to  be  a  change  in  the  culture  of  the  office  itself. 

If  you  looked  at  programs — and  I  know  this  subcommittee  has, 
when  I  went  to  Riverside,  Calif.,  and  met  with  the  GAIN  program 
and  worked  with  them  and  looked  at  the  nature  of  that  program, 
that  they  put  the  emphasis  on,  not  only  the  job  networking  and  job 
search,  but  the  job  search  training,  the  initial  training. 

The  emphasis  is  totally  different  than  that  of  the  traditional  wel- 
fare office,  because  they  are  in  the  business  of  job  placement,  and 
they  know  they  are.  They  are  in  the  business  of  helping  people  who 
come  in,  some  with  varying  levels  of  skill,  to  network  and  then  to 
actually  job  search,  and  also  some  basic  training  on  how  to  present 
themselves,  some  of  the  requirements  of  discipline,  showing  up. 

The  difference  between  our  bill  and  the  administration's  proposal 
and  the  proposal  by  the  Republicans  is  that  we  put  the  emphasis 
almost  immediately  on  job  placement.  Within  30  days,  a  person 
seeking  public  assistance  has  to  enter  into  an  employability  con- 
tract with  a  caseworker,  and  agree  to  the  job  search,  agree  to  the 
provisions.  When  they  sign  that  contract,  then  they  are,  in  effect, 
signing  up  for  the  transitional  support. 

Our  bill,  quite  frankly,  costs  more  than  the  Republicans'  or  the 
administration  bill  because  we  fully  fund  child  care,  including  child 
care  for  those  not  on  AFDC,  but  also  for  the  working  poor.  I  think 
lack  of  child  care  for  the  working  poor  is  a  major  problem  in  this 
country.  Larry  Townsend  at  the  GAIN  program  will  tell  you — and 
I  will  use  his  words  because  I  am  not  here  to  attack  anyone.  He 
says  his  best  performance  has  been  going  outside  of  the  traditional 
welfare  system  and  hiring  people  who  have  had  experience  in  job 
placement. 
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We  also  seek  pluralism  in  job  placement  options  in  our  proposal. 
Congresswoman  Long  and  I,  were  at  the  America  works  program 
in  Indianapolis  with  the  Gk)vernor  and  other  legislators,  trying  to 
examine  how  a  private  sector  component  of  this  would  work. 

I  went  to  the  Milwaukee  project  new  hope  program,  which  is  a 
private  sector,  private-public  combination,  which  I  think  is  empha- 
sizing again  the  job  placement.  If  you  work  with  a  person  like 
David  Reimer  who  wrote  the  book  "Prisoners  of  Welfare" — and  he 
is  based  there  in  Milwaukee — he  will  tell  you  that  his  recommenda- 
tion is  to  totally  scrap  the  current  welfare  system. 

What  we  are  trying  to  do  is  change  the  culture  of  the  system, 
and  I  think  you  have  hit  the  nail  on  the  head.  We  provide  incen- 
tives, we  put  work  performance  standards  in  there,  job  perform- 
ance standards  for  the  caseworkers.  We  are  focusing  on  the  case- 
worker. I  think  there  has  to  be  caseworking  retraining.  Many 
States  are  experimenting  with  this  today,  and  are  trying  valiantly 
to  do  that. 

We  also  provide  incentives  by  way  of  bonuses  to  caseworkers  for 
successfully  placing  recipients  into  full-time  unsubsidized  employ- 
ment. Also,  if  you  look  at  the  private  sector  portion  of  this,  such 
as  America  Works — they  don't  get  paid,  they  don't  get  any  contract 
payment  until  a  person  has  been  in  employment  for  over  6  months. 
Both  the  GAIN  program  and  America  Works  cost  about  25  percent 
less  than  the  traditional  program  for  a  person  during  a  comparable 
period  of  time.  And  the  success  rates  are  higher. 

Now,  people  do  fall  back  in  the  system.  We  understand  that. 
That  is  why  we  need  the  support  in  child  care,  health  care,  and  the 
EITC  to  ensure  that  a  minimum  wage  is  a  living  wage. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  happens,  though,  in  your  community 
work  program? 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  We  have  a  time  limit  on  community  work  as  well, 
because  I  don't  think  we  can  afford  to  just  create  another  entitle- 
ment. I  agree  with  you  from  that  respect. 

But  quite  frankly,  Mr.  Chairman,  when  I  went  through  the 
GAIN  program,  I  asked  them  about  this  portion.  I  said,  what  if  you 
can't  find  jobs,  what  happens  then,  what  percentage  could  not  find 
employment.  Larry  Townsend  said  that  in  the  height  of  unemploy- 
ment in  California,  with  the  layoffs  in  the  aerospace  industry  and 
all  the  rest,  15-percent  unemployment  in  Riverside  County,  he  said 
they  never  went  without  finding  a  job  for  a  recipient. 

I  was  very  pleased  when  Mr.  Shaw  made  the  statement,  because 
I  think  it  shows  again  that  the  parameters  are  not  that  far  apart 
in  this  debate,  when  he  said  it  should  be  an  oxymoron  to  have 
working  poor — ^that  if  you  work  40  hours  a  week,  you  ought  to  not 
live  in  poverty.  I  fully  believe  that  should  be  the  case.  But  you  do 
have  to  enter  the  work  force  at  some  point.  Many  people  have  no 
experience  in  the  work  force  and  will  have  to  start  with  a  mini- 
mum wage  job. 

Chairman  Ford.  But  it  shouldn't  be  below  the  minimum  wage. 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  No,  ours  is  at  minimum  wage. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  have  no  problem  with  tnat.  But  I  don't  think 
we  should  create  a  new  tier  of  wages  for  the  welfare  population, 
or  for  any  population,  for  that  matter.  I  don't  think  the  Republican 
bill  has  that  intent,  because  they  look  at  some  of  the  States,  and 
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the  public  assistance  might  go  up  $500  or  $600  a  month,  but  still 
35  hours  a  week  is  a  bit  too  much. 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  Ours  is  at  minimum  wage  in  community  service. 
It  is  time  limited.  But  I  believe  if  they  are  starting  to  come  back 
in  the  community  service  positions,  then  the  job  placement  portion 
is  not  working  as  it  should. 

Chairman  Ford.  How  much  do  you  see  coming  back  into  the 
community  work  program?  I  know  it  is  difficult  to  estimate. 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  They  are  actually  doing  a  study  today.  There  has 
been  a  Federal — I  think  it  is  a  Federal  grant,  maybe  a  State  grant, 
that  the  GAIN  program  has  underway  that  is  examining  the  per- 
centage of  people  coming  back  into  the  system.  They  are  sustaining 
in  employment  right  now  close  to  70  percent.  That  is  pretty  high. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  see,  when  you  are  talking  about,  like  Mr. 
Shaw  was  sa3ring  earlier,  700,000  people  by  1999,  however  many 
years  into  the  program,  I  am  wondering  how  many  caseworkers. 
What  we  don't  want  to  do  is  to  create  a  whole  new  bureaucracy, 
another  new  entitlement.  Mr.  Shaw,  I  am  not  implying  that  that 
is  the  intent. 

Let's  talk  about  the  administration's  bill.  The  administration  has 
the  same  problem. 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  I  think  the  administration  does  have  the  same 
problem.  But  the  emphasis  again,  if  it  is  on  up-front  job  placement, 
and  support  and  training  while  they  are  actually  on  the  job,  sub- 
stantially fewer  recipients  will  need  to  go  into  community  service. 

Chairman  FORD.  But  that  is  workers,  though. 

The  caseworkers  or  socialworkers  in  my  State  and  other  States, 
have  never  made  any  attempt  to  move  people  off  welfare.  If  we  cre- 
ate another  layer  of  entitlements,  then  what  is  going  to  happen? 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  Mr.  Chairman,  one  of  the  reasons  the  GAIN  pro- 
gram has  not  been  as  successful  in  other  counties  is  because  they 
have  come  in  with  the  mentality  of  protecting  the  jobs  of  the  case- 
workers first,  and  are  not  willing  to  change — they  have  not  been 
a  full  experiment. 

To  really  make  this  an  experiment  that  works,  you  have  to 
change  not  only  the  mentality,  but  in  some  cases,  the  people.  And 
what  Mr.  Townsend — who,  by  the  way,  came  to  Washington  when 
we  introduced  our  bill  to  testify  on  behalf  of  this  bill  and  to  stand 
up  for  it — said  that  the  key  here  is  maybe  a  totally  different  job 
description  for  the  people  in  a  welfare  office. 

We  had  a  tragic — a  couple  of  tragic  examples.  There  was  a 
woman  that  I  visited  with  that  was  on  AFDC,  and  it  was  in  Mil- 
waukee at  the  project  new  hope.  She  said  she  actually  had  a  case- 
worker tell  her,  "why  in  the  world  with  your  1-year-old  child  would 
you  want  to  go  back  to  work?  You  should  just  stay  on  this  pro- 
gram." She  was  offended  by  it. 

Chairman  Ford.  That  is  not  an  isolated  statement  that  is  being 
made.  You  hear  those  stories  all  over. 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  And  again,  that  is  the  mentality  of  the  case- 
worker. And  that  has  to  change.  Now,  to  be  honest  and  fully  can- 
did, being  married  to  a  child  psychiatrist,  my  wife  and  I  have  had 
a  debate  on  the  amount  of  time  that  a  person  ought  to  be  home 
with  a  child.  I  had  to  remind  her  that  she  went  back  to  the  practice 
of  medicine  within  about  6  weeks  after  the  birth  of  our  three  chil- 
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dren;  and  I  know  in  our  provision  we  actually  give  them  12  weeks 
of  family  leave,  just  as  we  have  in  the  law  today.  I  think  that  is 
probably  as  fair  a  provision  as  you  can  have. 

Chairman  Ford.  Ms.  Long. 

Ms.  Long.  I  would  like  to  just  add  a  couple  of  things. 

I  think  that  our  current  welfare  system  puts  us  in  the  position 
as  a  society,  and  certainly  puts  the  caseworker  in  the  position,  of 
asking  exactly  the  wrong  question  of  a  client,  when  the  client 
comes  into  the  office.  The  question  that  is  now  asked  is,  do  you 
meet  the  criteria  for  public  assistance;  and  if  you  don't,  what  would 
you  have  to  do  to  meet  those  criteria? 

And  the  question  ought  to  be,  what  do — what  can  we  do  to  keep 
you  independent  of  public  assistance  or  to  make  you  independent 
of  public  assistance?  And  that  requires  a  whole  set  of  different  re- 
sponsibilities and  a  different  kind  of  training  for  the  caseworker. 
It  also  requires  that  we  have  not  only  incentives  for  people  to  be- 
come independent  of  welfare,  but  incentives  for  the  caseworkers  to 
help  people  to  become  independent  of  welfare. 

And  I  think  that  we  have  at  least  a  good  start  in  the  Mainstream 
Forum  bill  because  we  do  have  incentives  for  caseworkers  who  help 
clients  find  employment.  We  may  be  able  to  find  different  ways  and 
other  ways  to  go  further,  but  that  has  to  be  a  part  of  the  reform. 
We  can't  just  change  what  we  are  expecting  of  the  client,  but  also 
we  are  changing  what  we  are  expecting  of  the  caseworker. 

I  think  it  is  going  to  require  additional  training.  But  based  on 
the  caseworkers  that  I  know,  I  believe  that  is  the  kind  of  work  that 
they  went  to  college  to  do;  and  then  once  they  got  in  the  job,  they 
discovered  that  what  they  were  actually  doing  was  filing  a  lot  of 
paperwork  and  trying  to  meet  the  demands  of  a  bureaucracy. 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  Mr.  Chairman — and  I  don't  want  to  get  into  a 
long  discussion  on  this,  but  when  you  were  asking  the  previous 
panel  about  the  amount  of  payment  and  also  the  amount  of  case- 
load, I  thought,  it  is  important  in  our  provision  that  we  set  this  bill 
apart  from  the  other  two. 

The  White  House  provision  covers  about  a  third  of  the  population 
by  the  phasein  of  people  bom  after  1971,  those  25  years  and  young- 
er. 

We  phase  that  in  as  well,  but  we  also  have  a  requirement  for 
coverage  of  an  additional  20  percent  of  the  more  chronic  cases,  the 
people  who  have  been  on  AFDC  longest.  I  don't  think  we  can  just 
abandon  them.  I  think  many  of  them  truly  want  to  work,  want  to 
reconnect  to  the  world  of  work.  They  want  to  have  some  support. 
With  a  requirement  of  that  20  percent,  that  covers  about  50  per- 
cent of  the  AFDC  population. 

Now  those  are  "caseheads."  That  doesn't  include  the  average  of 
two  children  per  family,  so  you  are  covering  a  lot  more — a  broad 
number  of  people. 

We  do  have  exemptions.  There  are  a  large  number  of  Americans 
today  who  are  not  able  bodied,  who  are  not  able  to  work  for  these 
provisions,  and  they  would  be  exempted.  We  have  exemptions  for 
those  under  the  age  of  20  who  are  currently  in  high  school  or  seek- 
ing their  GED  full  time. 
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So  we  do  provide  exemptions.  But  of  those  who  are  able  bodied, 
willing  to  work,  they  must.  I  believe  that  is  why  our  bill  costs  a 
little  bit  more — we  cover  a  much  broader  population. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Kopetski,  I  am  going  to  yield  1  minute  of 
Mr.  Santorum's  time,  but  I  am  going  to  yield  to  you  first. 

Mr.  Kopetski.  Thank  you.  I  wish  I  was  here  for  Mr.  Santorum's 
presentation  as  well,  because  I  do  want  to  address  the  funding 
mechanism  in  yours  and  his  proposal.  They  are  essentially  the 
same,  and  I  want  to  say,  number  one,  that  I  oppose  your  funding 
mechanisms  with  respect  to  the  alien  legal  resident  provisions;  and 
not  to  feel  harmed  or  discriminated  against,  I  also  oppose  most  of 
the  funding  mechanisms  in  Mr.  Matsui's  bill  as  well,  and  won't  be 
supporting  the  legislation  as  long  as  these  are  the  funding  mecha- 
nisms. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  talk,  as  you  well  know,  about  shifting 
costs  to  the  States,  this  Congress.  Even  though  legal  resident 
aliens  who,  when  they  are  working,  are  paying  their  taxes  and  pay- 
ing for  these  programs,  and  yet  because  of  that  particular  status 
they  won't,  when  they  are  in  time  of  need,  they  won't  be  able  to 
receive  any  benefit  from  the  Federal  Government.  More  impor- 
tantly to  me,  their  children  suffer  the  most  under  these  financing 
schemes.  But  the  Supreme  Court  in  1971  said  that  States  and  lo- 
calities may  not  exclude  persons  from  participating  in  their  welfare 
programs  on  the  basis  of  lawful  alienage.  So  what  you  are  doing, 
when  you  take  away  this  Federal  money,  it  sounds  great  to  do  that 
in  Washington,  D.C.,  but  when  you  go  out  to  Oregon  or  Oklahoma 
or  Virginia,  Indiana,  you  have  just  shifted  these  costs  to  the  States. 
And  so  this  really  is  a  back  door  approach  to  more  unfunded  Fed- 
eral mandates. 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  Well,  I  appreciate  the  gentleman  for  raising  the 
point,  because  I  think  it  is  important  that  we  discuss  this. 

The  Republican  plan  offered  by  Mr.  Santorum  goes  farther  than 
the  one  we  proposed.  It  ends  a  total  of,  I  think,  61  programs.  We 
identify  more  revenue  than — perhaps  we  need  to  fund  the  full  bill. 
So  there  is  some  overage  there. 

But  we  also  have  provisions  to  address  the  cost  shifting  issue. 
We  support  the  out-of-State  mail-order  revenues  similar  to  the 
Bumpers  legislation.  These  are  revenues  that  already  exist  and  we 
should  be  able  to  allow  States  to  receive  this  revenue  interest  to 
offset  any  cost  shifting.  This  revenue  is  over  $16  billion  that  could 
be  used  as  offsets.  This  is  money  States  should  already  be  receiv- 
ing. 

But  as  far  as  the  amount  going  to  legal  residents,  $9.4  billion 
goes  to  SSI  payments.  I  believe  a  larger  portion  goes  to  Medicaid. 
We  are  not  denying  emergency  medical  services.  Also,  we  provide 
exemptions  for  refugees,  asylees  and  those  over  75. 

What  the  difference  is,  Mr.  Kopetski,  is  that  we  are  going  to  put 
the  burden  back  on  the  sponsors,  people  that  sponsor  an  immigrant 
coming  into  this  country. 

Chairman  Ford.  Can  I  have  your  attention?  I  am  going  to  have 
to  cut  it  off  and  recognize  Mr.  Santorum,  because  I  am  going  to  re- 
lease this  panel.  Plus  the  financing  aspect  of  this  whole  welfare 
package  is  a  hearing  scheduled  for  next  week  and  we  haven't  really 
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been  focusing  on  financing,  Mr.  Kopetski.  I  want  to  give  him  5  min- 
utes. 

Mr.  Kopetski.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  am  glad  we  are  going 
to  focus  on  the  revenue. 

Chairman  Ford.  We  are  going  to  focus  1  whole  day  on  it. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  would  say  to 
Dave  and  Jill  and  L.F.  that  you  have  done  a  fine  job,  and  I  con- 
gratulate you  on  a  very  excellent  effort.  I  think,  while  vou  rightly 
stated  that  you  have  moved  beyond  the  President's  bill — and  I 
think  you  have — it  is  a  much  more  honest  effort  to  reform  the  sys- 
tem. And  I  am  encouraged  by  how  similar  in  many  respects  the 
bills  that  we  have  put  forward  and  your  bill  are.  In  fact,  can  I  ask 
how  many  sponsors  you  have  of  your  bill  to  date;  do  you  know? 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  Well,  we — I  don't  know  to  date.  When  we  first  in- 
troduced— the  day  we  introduced  it,  I  think  we  had  35,  but  it  has 
grown  since  then.  At  the  time,  those  were  just  Democratic  mem- 
bers, because  they  were  members  of  the  Mainstream  Forum  work- 
ing group.  Since  then,  we  have  been  able  to  get  support  from  a 
number  of  Republicans  and  want  to  continue  to  open  that  up  and 
work  with  them  as  well. 

Mr.  Santorum.  As  do  we.  And  if  you  just  took  the  35  who  were 
on  that  bill  and  added  to  the  164  that  we  have  on  our  bill,  I  mean, 
I  think  it  shows  that  we  are  approaching  a  point  where  if  we  would 
work  together  on  a  comprehensive  welfare  reform  bill,  that  in  fact 
we  are  near  already  the  support  level  that  we  would  need  to  try 
to  get  a  bill  passed.  And  that  is,  in  fact,  encouraging. 

Just  a  couple  of  things  I  wanted  to  point  out:  First  off,  I  like  your 
idea  about  giving  caseworkers  incentives;  I  think  it  is  a  good  idea. 
It  is  not  in  our  bill,  and  it  should  be.  It  is  a  good  idea,  something 
we  could  learn  from. 

The  only,  I  guess,  hangup  I  have,  and  it  is  something  that  you 
are  familiar  with,  is  with  respect  to  the  out-of-wedlock  birth  ques- 
tion. As  you  know,  we  look  at  teenagers  who  have  children  as  prob- 
ably as  big  a  social  problem  as  we  have  in  this  country,  and  that 
75  percent  of  teenagers  that  have  children  out  of  wedlock  end  up 
on  welfare  within  5  years.  That  is  a  pretty  startling  statistic,  and 
one  that  I  think  we  have  a  very  strong  obligation  to  go  after.  Aiid 
our  bill  does  so  in  a  dramatic  way  by  eliminating  the  cash  incentive 
or  the  cash  benefit  for  having  children  out  of  wedlock  as  a  teen- 
ager— to  a  minor. 

Your  bill  doesn't  do  that,  and  I  guess  I  just  throw  that  out  as 
something  that  I  would  suggest  you  maybe  relook  at  or  comment, 
that  we  had,  as  to  why  you  don't. 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  Well,  Mr.  Santorum,  first  of  all,  the— I  agree  with 
you  totally,  that  the  skyrocketing  rate  of  out-of-wedlock  oirths  in 
this  country  is  one  of  the  fundamental  problems  we  have.  And  it 
is  not  an  issue  of  race  or  region.  In  fact,  it  is  an  international  phe- 
nomenon today,  and  I  don't  believe  it  is  just  entirely  because  of  the 
welfare  system. 

We  are  concerned  about  the  children,  and  as  I  said  in  our  pro- 
posal, we  have  a  family  cap.  Because  I  believe  there  shouldn't  be 
even  the  appearance  of  a  financial  incentive,  even  though  some  of 
us  would  question  whether — how  much  incentive  there  is  at  that 
level.   But  there  is   a  requirement  that  the   children,  the  young 
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mothers,  live  with  a  responsible  adult.  They  can't  become  a 
"casehead,"  they  can't  become  a  head  of  household,  independent  of 
other  responsible  adults.  And  we  provide  incentives  for  teen  par- 
ents to  stay  in  school. 

But,  you  know,  one  of  the  things  that  we  do  in  our  bill,  what  the 
others  do  not,  is  we  are  calling  for  a  national  campaign  against 
teen  pregnancy.  That  is  something  we  all  ought  to  be  able  to  agree 
on.  People  are  offended  if  we  use  the  term  "illegitimacy,"  but  I 
agree  with  Senator  Moynihan  that  we  are  defining  down  the  prob- 
lem, the  deviancy  down,  and  this  has  become  a  serious  problem  in 
this  country. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  would  only  comment  on  that,  that  I  think  you 
are  right,  that  we  do  need  a  national  campaign  against  teen  preg- 
nancy. And  we  did  have  a  program  funded  to  do  just  that;  it  is 
called  the  adolescent  family  life  program.  That  program  is  title  XX 
of  the  Public  Health  Services  Act,  which  this  administration — 
which  had  been  funded,  by  the  wav,  by  a  bipartisan  funding  source 
for  the  past  12  or  13  years — tried  to  cut  all  the  money  out  for  it 
and  put  it  into  the  title  X  program.  I  think  this  was  a  great  mis- 
take, one  that  has  gotten  bipartisan  ire  because  the  administration 
tried  to  cut  a  program  that  was  directed  toward  children,  and  pro- 
moted abstinence  and  education,  particularly  for  very  young  chil- 
dren, and  was  supported  I  know,  in  a  bipartisan  fashion. 

Mr.  Natcher,  who  was  one  of  the  great  supporters  of  that  pro- 
gram  

Mr.  McCuRDY.  Could  I  make  a  point  here,  Mr.  Santorum,  be- 
cause we  have  a  vote  and  I  don't  want  to  go  too  long  here. 

I  think  it  is  interesting  today  that  with  the  family  cap,  if  you 
think  you  have  taken  some  heat  on  your  provision,  we  all  have. 

But  let  me  tell  you,  the  most  incredible  alliance  has  now  devel- 
oped where  we  have  those  who  are  campaigning  against  any  kind 
of  family  cap,  the  National  Abortion  Rights  League  on  the  left,  on 
the  right  you  have  got  the  Right  to  Life  proponents,  who  are  argu- 
ing that  and  have  come  together  in  alliance  to  oppose  these  provi- 
sions. 

I  think  that  indicates  that  we  are  right,  that  we  are  right  down 
the  center  on  this  issue.  But  I  think  we  need  to  be  aware  of  their 
objections  and  concerns,  and  address  them.  And  that  is  why  in  our 
provision  we  talk  about,  one,  protecting  the  children  first.  That  is 
what  the  system  was  devised  for,  making  sure  the  money  goes  to 
care  and  maintenance  of  children  as  opposed  to  individuals. 

And  it  is  the  next  generation,  it  is  the  young  person  who  has  now 
fallen  into  this  trap  that  we  need  to  send  a  signal  that  this  is  not 
going  to  be  sustained,  that  this  is  not  a  way  of  life,  there  is  a  better 
way  of  life.  They  have  to  reconnect  to  the  world  of  work.  Job  place- 
ment is  the  most  important  thing  that  they  can  be  involved  in. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Shaw. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Very,  very,  very  briefly,  I  want  to  congratulate  the 
three  of  you  on  excellent  statements  and  an  excellent  bill,  and  I 
think  what  you  are  doing  is  showing  that  there  is  good  middle  road 
between  the  two  parties.  And  I  can  see  where  we  could  even  go  to 
conference  this  afternoon  between  the  Republican  bill  and  your  bill 
and  come  out  with  something  very,  very  meaningful. 
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Chairman  Ford.  What  about  the  administration's  bill.  Mr 
Shaw? 

Mr.  Shaw.  We  don't  need  it.  I  think  that  this  is 

Mr.  McCuRDY.  I  think  the  administration  deserves  credit,  be- 
cause the  administration  has  presented,  I  think,  what  5  years  ago 
would  have  been  considered  a  revolutionary  proposal.  Today,  I 
think  there  is  a  broader  consensus  because  the  problem  has  been 
magnified  in  that  timeft-ame.  But  I  would  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  as 
we  stand  here  willing  to  work  with  both  sides,  that  the  administra- 
tion, the  Chairman,  and  the  Republican  members,  are  truly  com- 
mitted to  bringing  about  real  reform.  Not  posturing,  not — because 
both  sides  are  going  to  have  to  compromise. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  want  to  assure  you,  as  chairman  of  this  sub- 
committee, I  too  want  to  join  you  and  others  and  work  closely  to- 
gether. I  know  there  is  a  lot  of  disagreement,  but  it  is  good  for  a 
national  debate  to  take  place  on  welfare  reform.  We  have  to  ad- 
dress this  issue,  I  think,  in  this  session  of  the  Congress.  We  might 
not  be  able  to  do  it,  but  I  want  to  do  that. 

[Recess.] 

Chairman  Ford.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order.  The  next 
panel  we  will  call  up  is  Mrs.  Mink  of  Hawaii,  Mr.  Owens  of  New 
York,  Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey,  and  Mr.  Scott  of  Virginia. 

Let  me  welcome  the  Members  before  the  subcommittee.  I  am  aw- 
fully sorry  about  all  of  the  delay  all  day.  I  know  you  have  been 
wondering  when  you  are  going  to  come  before  the  subcommittee. 
But  we  have  just  had  a  busy,  busy  schedule,  but  I  will  recognize 
you  at  this  time  to  give  your  testimony  on  welfare  reform. 

As  we  have  said  earlier,  the  full  text  of  your  statements  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  Human  Resources  Subcommittee's  record  and 
you  may  summarize  or  give  us  your  perspective  on  welfare  reform 
and  what  we  should  be  doing. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  PATSY  T.  MINK,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  HAW  AH 

Mrs.  Mink.  Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Chairman.  I  appreciate 
the  opportunity  to  testify.  I  am  here  to  present  arguments  on  be- 
half of  a  bill  I  introduced,  H.R.  4498,  the  Job  Start  for  America  Act. 
Congressman  Don  Payne  should  be  here  shortly  and  Congressman 
Major  Owens  will  be  here,  too.  They  both  had  conflicting  appoint- 
ments at  this  moment  but  they  should  be  down  shortly. 

The  current  effort  to  reform  welfare  begins  by  assuming  that 
work  for  wages  is  the  end  goal  of  reform.  I  disagree  strongly.  There 
is  value  to  society  in  a  mother's  care  for  her  small  children.  Being 
on  welfare  does  not  negate  that  value.  Having  said  that,  I  agree  we 
need  to  find  a  means  to  help  families  move  off  welfare  by  providing 
jobs  that  can  sustain  them. 

The  administration's  bill  targets  the  families  headed  by  persons 
25  years  or  younger,  roughly  a  third  of  the  number  on  welfare  is 
their  initial  target.  My  bill.  Job  Start,  targets  families  with  older 
children  who  are  already  enrolled  in  Head  Start  or  are  attending 
school,  those  who  have  work  experience  and  have  completed  high 
school  or  the  equivalent. 

The  facts  are  that  43  percent  of  all  persons  on  welfare  have  work 
experience.  By  addressing  this  group,  you  reduce  the  cost  of  job 
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training  and  counseling.  The  facts  are  that  53  percent  of  those  on 
welfare  have  a  high  school  diploma  or  GED  or  better.  By  targeting 
this  group,  you  negate  the  long-term  cost  of  basic  education  to  ob- 
tain a  high  school  diploma.  By  targeting  those  in  these  groups  with 
older  children  already  in  school,  already  enrolled  in  Head  Start  or 
at  least  eligible  for  Head  Start  programs,  you  dramatically  reduce 
the  need  for  child  care  except  for  afterschool  care. 

A  key  to  providing  adequate  child  care  services  is  building  upon 
existing  programs.  Fifty-two  percent  of  all  children  currently 
served  by  Head  Start  are  from  families  receiving  AFDC.  My  bill 
will  strengthen  the  link  between  Head  Start  and  welfare  by  provid- 
ing funds  for  more  full-day  Head  Start  and  full-year  Head  Start, 
which  is  already  a  priority  initiative  of  the  administration  and  of 
the  Congress. 

Without  child  care,  of  course,  there  is  no  possibility  of  work  for 
parents  with  infants  and  small  children.  Further,  if  all  we  are 
going  to  provide  is  custodial  care,  foster  care  or  orphanages  as 
some  have  suggested,  it  would  be  better  to  keep  the  mother  or  fa- 
ther at  home  caring  for  their  own  children. 

If  the  object  of  reform,  that  is,  requiring  work  of  all  parents  on 
AFDC  under  the  age  of  25,  is  to  cut  the  costs,  a  much  better  target, 
one  which  will  cost  less  to  achieve — ^because  the  costs  of  education, 
training,  counseling,  job  search,  and  child  care  is  less — can  be 
found  in  my  bill.  Job  Start  America. 

One  third  that  will  be  targeted  under  Job  Start  America  will  be 
those  with  the  greatest  potential  for  success.  The  administration 
bill  talks  about  beginning  with  the  youngest  one  third.  My  bill 
talks  about  beginning  with  the  one  third  that  can  be  targeted  for 
potential  success. 

My  bill  does  not  depend  on  creating  public  service  jobs  at  mini- 
mum wage.  It  does  not  spend  one  tax  dollar  to  subsidize  a  wages- 
for-work  policy  to  reduce  dependency  on  welfare.  Publicly  financed 
wages  for  work  is  nothing  more  than  continued  dependency.  Most 
of  this  subsidized  work  will  be  at  minimum  wage  which  is  totally 
inadequate  to  support  a  family's  needs.  We  have  to  find  real  jobs 
that  pay  enough  by  themselves  without  subsidies  from  the  tax- 
payer. 

Of  course,  that  is  not  easy.  It  is  easier  to  find  taxpayer-supported 
jobs  for  those  on  welfare.  It  is  easier  to  create  a  public  service  pro- 
gram and  declare  that  the  person  is  employed,  no  matter  that  the 
wages  are  at  minimum  wage  or  that  the  year's  work  pays  only 
$8,000  a  year.  My  bill.  Job  Start  America,  is  based  on  finding  real 
jobs  that  can  sustain  the  family  and  eventually  lift  them  out  of 
poverty,  not  just  off  of  the  welfare  rolls. 

The  facts  are  that  persons  on  welfare  want  to  work.  They  want 
jobs  that  will  enable  them  to  support  their  families,  provide  food 
with  the  help  of  food  stamps,  and  pay  their  rent.  Sixty-three  per- 
cent of  the  AFDC  families  live  in  private  rental  housing  with  no 
government  support  at  all.  The  facts  are  42  percent  of  all  AFDC 
families  leave  welfare  in  11  months.  They  do  find  jobs.  The  sad 
part  is  that  40  percent  of  those  who  leave  work  return  within  1 
year  because  the  wages  are  inadequate,  child  care  is  not  available, 
or  ill  health  forces  them  to  quit  their  work. 
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There  is  a  better  way  to  help  this  40  percent  that  already  have 
the  desire  to  work,  want  to  work,  have  tried  to  make  a  go  of  it  but 
because  their  initiative  is  not  supported  at  all,  find  that  they  can't 
make  it  alone. 

Job  Start  for  America  helps  these  families  keep  working  and  of- 
fers them  the  transitional  help  to  make  it  on  their  own.  The  40  per- 
cent is  my  target  for  success.  They  need  help.  They  want  help.  And 
this  committee  can  provide  it.  We  don't  need  to  be  arbitrary  and 
target  only  those  under  25  years  of  age  when  we  have  over  40  per- 
cent of  new  families  coming  in  eager  to  work  and  who  find  work 
on  their  own  under  our  current  program,  but  tragically  fall  back 
into  welfare  within  2  years. 

V/hy  not  help  these  families  succeed?  Their  initiative  cries  out  for 
help.  This  is  where  our  first  efforts  at  reform,  I  believe,  should  be 
concentrated.  Targeting  the  youngest  group  of  welfare  recipients 
also  perpetuates  the  myth  that  the  major  cause  of  welfare  depend- 
ency in  our  Nation  is  teenage  pregnancy  and  the  notion  that  some- 
how young  girls  in  our  Nation  are  getting  pregnant  just  to  get  a 
welfare  check.  This  simply  isn't  true. 

The  facts  are  that  of  all  females  on  welfare  in  fiscal  year  1992, 
only  a  mere  1.2  percent  were  17  years  or  younger.  Imposing  puni- 
tive measures  such  as  family  caps,  allowed  under  the  administra- 
tion's bill,  is  not  the  answer.  The  facts  are  that  the  average  welfare 
family  has  only  two  children  which  is  the  same  as  the  national  av- 
erage. 

An  Urban  Institute  study  of  1991  AFDC  mothers  showed  that 
only  18  percent  of  all  mothers  on  AFDC  conceived  a  child  after  en- 
rolling in  the  program.  Families  on  welfare  do  not  need  punitive 
measures  and  be  forced  into  government-subsidized  jobs  that  will 
not  provide  adequate  income  to  sustain  a  family.  They  need  quality 
job  training,  child  care,  job  search  assistance  and  short-term  cash 
assistance  that  can  help  them  survive. 

As  we  discuss  welfare  reform,  we  must  not  ever  forget  that  two- 
thirds  of  those  benefiting  from  AFDC  are  children,  9.6  million  chil- 
dren. Helping  children  by  helping  their  parents  is  the  key  to  sound 
welfare  policy.  H.R.  4498,  the  Job  Start  for  America,  is  a  sound 
welfare  policy.  The  tools  for  self-sufficiency  exist  in  our  current  pro- 
gram. Why  not  provide  the  necessary  help  to  ensure  that  they  can 
find  real  jobs  with  real  wages  for  real  Job  Start  in  America. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mrs.  Mink. 

Mr.  Scott. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ROBERT  C.  SCOTT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  VIRGINIA 

Mr.  Scott.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  have  my  prepared 
remarks. 

Chairman  Ford.  It  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record,  sir. 

Mr.  Scott.  I  just  want  to  speak  just  very  briefly  indicating  sup- 
port for  the  JOBS  program,  also  support  for  the  child  support  as- 
surance plan  that  Ms.  Woolsey  has  introduced.  I  assume  she  will 
be  testifying  later  if  she  hasn't  earlier  and  skip  down  in  my  re- 
marks to  a  program  in  St.  Paul's  College. 
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An  investment  in  a  college  degree  for  a  single  parent  on  public 
assistance  will  not  only  save  a  great  deal  later  in  welfare  pay- 
ments, but  will  also  generate  revenue  from  the  high  income  that 
a  college-educated  worker  will  earn  in  a  high-tech,  high-wage  job. 
St.  Paul's  College  in  Lawrenceville,  Va.,  offers  a  program  that  helps 
to  address  some  of  the  needs  of  single  parents  who  hope  to  earn 
a  college  degree. 

The  area  around  Lawrenceville  is  primarily  rural  and  poor  with 
approximately  25  percent  of  the  residents  earning  incomes  below 
the  poverty  line.  Many  of  the  area's  high  school  graduates  are  not 
only  too  poor  to  afford  the  cost  of  higher  education,  but  many,  espe- 
cially single  mothers  with  children,  do  not  have  access  to  child  care 
or  the  other  programs  that  will  free  them  to  attend  class. 

In  1987,  St.  Paul's  College  began  an  innovative  program  to  pro- 
vide a  support  system  for  single  parents  who  wished  to  attend  col- 
lege. By  providing  campus-based  child  care  services,  housing  appro- 
priate for  mothers  and  their  families,  and  an  academic  program 
that  allows  the  parent  to  complete  their  degree  within  3  years,  this 
program  encourages  strong,  intact  families,  parental  responsibil- 
ities, scholarship,  and  independence. 

The  result  of  this  program  is  a  college  graduate  with  the  skills 
necessary  to  get  a  good  job.  This  can  be  done  at  the  same  cost  or 
less  than  maintaining  a  welfare  recipient  on  AFDC,  food  stamps, 
Medicaid,  and  low-income  housing  with  nothing  to  show  for  it. 

Mr.  Chairman,  programs  such  as  St.  Paul's  need  assistance. 
Funds  are  needed  for  expansion  of  this  program  to  serve  the  many 
promising  young  students  and  parents  who  have  expressed  an  in- 
terest in  this  program,  but  have  been  turned  down  for  lack  of 
space. 

I  intend,  Mr.  Chairman,  to  offer  an  amendment  to  the  welfare 
proposals  that  we  will  be  considering  to  provide  for  demonstration 
grant  programs  for  innovative  programs  such  as  the  single  parent 
support  system  at  St.  Paul's.  I  believe  it  would  be  a  worthwhile  in- 
vestment in  ending  the  cycle  of  dependency  that  has  been  fostered 
by  public  assistance.  If  we  truly  seek  to  end  welfare  as  we  know 
it,  we  have  to  start  worrying  less  about  punishing  those  who  have 
not  found  a  job  and  worry  more  about  providing  the  kinds  of  com- 
prehensive services  that  are  necessary  to  help  people  off  public  as- 
sistance once  and  for  all. 

I  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 


489 


Jp)^. 


Congress  of  tfjc  Winittt  States 

J^ouge  of  3Rfpre«tntatibt£( 
afflasbmgton.  5BDC  20515-4603 


Testimony  of  Congressman  Robert  C.  Scott 

Ways  and  Means  --  Subcomr-.ittee  on  Human  Resources 

Hearing  on  the  President's  Welfare  Reform  Bill 

July  27,  1994 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  convening  these  hearings  to  assess 
the  President's  Welfare  Reform  proposal. 

The  President  has  proposed  an  overhaul  of  the  welfare  system  to 
encourage  family  responsibility,  full  employment,  and 
opportunity.   These  goals  are  laudable.   As  we  have  heard  today, 
however,  we  the  debate  over  whether  to  use  the  "carrot"  or  the 
"stick"  to  reduce  welfare  dependency  leads  us  nowhere.   We  simply 
cannot  reduce  welfare  dependency  without  removing  the  barriers  to 
meaningful  opportunities  for  those  that  seek  them.   No  amount  of 
threats  or  incentives  will  ease  the  burden  on  welfare  dependents 
unless  we  provide  the  kinds  of  comprehensive  services  that  will 
open  avenues  to  independence. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  cannot  achieve  true  welfare  reform  in  a  vacuum. 
Our  communities  need  quality  child  care  for  those  mothers  who 
have  the  desire  to  work,  but  simply  cannot  afford  the  high  cost 
of  care  or  don't  have  access  to  it.   Our  communities  need  quality 
job  training  and  education,  to  help  people  to  find  good  paying, 
rewarding  jobs,  rather  than  low-wage,  dead-end  and  unskilled 
jobs.   Finally,  our  communities  need  quality  health  care  for  all, 
because  as  we've  seen,  many  dependent  mothers  have  no  choice  but 
to  remain  on  public  assistance,  rather  than  take  a  low-wage  job 
and  lose  their  health  care  benefits. 

I  am  particularly  concerned  that  the  President's  proposal  lacks 
provisions  that  will  help  to  remove  some  of  these  barriers, 
particularly  for  those  on  public  assistance  who  seek 
opportunities  in  higher  education.   An  investment  in  a  college 
degree  for  a  single  parent  on  public  assistance  will  not  only 
save  a  great  deal  in  later  welfare  payments,  but  will  also 
generate  revenue  from  the  income  that  a  college-educated  worker 
can  earn  in  a  high-tech,  high-wage  job. 

Saint  Paul's  College  in  Lawrenceville,  Virginia  offers  a  program 
that  helps  to  address  some  of  the  needs  of  single  parents  who 
hope  to  earn  a  college  degree.   The  area  around  Lawrenceville  is 
primarily  rural  and  poor,  with  approximately  25%  of  the  residents 
earning  incomes  below  the  poverty  line.   Many  of  the  area's  high 
school  graduates  are  not  only  too  poor  to  afford  the  cost  of 
higher  education,  but  many,  especially  single  mothers  with  young 
children,  do  not  have  access  to  child  care  or  other  programs  to 
free  them  to  attend  class.   In  1987,  saint  Paul's  College  began 
an  innovative  program  to  provide  a  support  system  for  single 
parents  living  with  their  dependent  children  who  wish  to  at-end 
college.   By  providing  campus -based  child  care  services,  housing 
appropriate  for  mothers  and  their  families,  and  an  academic 
program  that  allows  parents  to  complete  their  BA  degree  within 


three  years,  this  program  encourages  strong,  intact  families, 
parental  responsibility,  scholarship,  and  independence.   The 
result  of  this  program  is  a  college  graduate,  with  the  skills 
necessary  to  get  a  good,  stable  job.   This  can  be  done  at  the 
same  cost  or  less  than  maintaining  a  welfare  recipient  on  ADFC, 
food  stamps,  medicaid,  and  low- income  housing,  but  with  nothing 
to  show  for  it. 

Programs  such  as  the  Saint  Paul's  model,  however,  need 
assistance.   Funds  are  needed  for  expansion  of  this  program  to 
serve  the  many  promising  young  students  and  parents  who  have 
expressed  an  interest  in  this  program,  but  have  been  turned  down 
because  of  a  lack  of  space.   Mr.  Chairman,  I  plan  to  offer 
amendments  to  the  welfare  reform  proposals  that  we  will  consider 
to  provide  demonstration  grant  funds  for  innovative  programs  such 
as  the  Single  Parent  Support  System  at  Saint  Paul's  College.   I 
believe  that  such  funds  would  be  a  worthwhile  investment  in 
ending  the  cycle  of  dependency  that  has  been  fostered  by  public 
assistance.   If  we  truly  seek  to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it,  Mr. 
Chairman,  we  will  worry  less  about  punishing  those  who  have  not 
found  a  job  within  two  years,  and  worry  more  about  providing  the 
kinds  of  comprehensive  services  that  are  necessary  to  help  people 
off  public  assistance  once  and  for  all. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Scott. 

Mrs.  Mink,  your  bill,  the  Job  Start  for  America  Act,  does  not  call 
for  any  time  limit? 

Mrs.  Mink.  It  does  not.  We  reject  the  idea  that  it  is  workable 
even  to  have  a  time  limit  and  to  put  people  off  of  assistance  where 
they  have  no  place  else  to  go.  If  they  have  not  been  able  to  obtain 
a  job,  they  ought  to  have  the  ability  to  rely  on  some  kind  of  cash 
assistance. 

Chairman  Ford.  But  what  about  the  recipients  who  have  been 
in  education  and  skilled  training  for  2  years  at  this  point  and  cer- 
tainly have  been  given  all  of  the  assistance  by  case  managers  or 
whatever  the  State  agencies  or  States  might  put  in  place?  Is  it  now 
that  we  have  after  the  2-,  2V2-,  or  3-year  period,  that  person  under 
job  search  still  who  has  not  really  matched  the  skills  and  the  talent 
up  with  the  job? 

Mrs.  Mink.  I  don't  believe  that  that  person  ought  to  be  punished 
and  then  thrown  off  of  general  assistance  because 

Chairman  Ford.  Not  thrown  off.  No,  no,  no.  I  am  talking  about 
the  2-year  term  time  limit  that  would  place  a  person  into  a  commu- 
nity work  program  with  a  municipal  government,  State  govern- 
ment or  whatever  government  agencies  that  would  only  work  the 
amount  of  hours  at  minimum  wages  off  of  the  stipend  that  they  re- 
ceive from  AFDC. 

Mrs.  Mink.  The  bill  I  introduced  rejects  that  as  a  real  alternative 
for  people  to  get  out  of  poverty.  We  do  not  have  any  pubhc  assist- 
ance program  in  terms  of  community  service  jobs,  public  service 
jobs.  We  reject  the  idea  of  a  tax-supported  program  which  would 
substitute  for  real  jobs. 

And  so  as  the  Chairman  has  noted  in  other  panels  that  I  heard 
you  inquire,  we  do  not  accept  the  idea  of  substituting  welfare  cash 
assistance  with  another  taxpayer-supported,  subsidized  program  of 
government  or  community  or  public  seT-vice  jobs  or  at  less  than 
minimum  wage  or  any  such  alternative. 

I  believe  from  the  statistics  that  we  have  seen  that  there  is  a 
good  core  of  work-experienced  people  on  welfare.  We  see  statistics 
showing  that  of  the  new  people  coming  in  1  year  ago,  40  percent 
of  them  came  in  with  a  work  record  and  indeed  within  11  months 
left  for  a  job.  The  inability  to  stick  to  it  and  not  have  to  come  back 
in  2  years  is  because  at  that  point  our  system  says  we  can  offer 
you  no  assistance. 

My  point  and  the  point  of  my  legislation  is  that  these  are  the  in- 
dividuals that  are  already  there  who  have  demonstrated  their  de- 
sire and  willingness  to  go  to  work  by  themselves,  voluntarily  get- 
ting off  of  welfare  to  get  a  job,  who  need  that  special  assistance, 
and  if  we  could  provide  it,  not  go  through  an  intensive  reeducation, 
retraining  and  all  of  that,  but  to  just  look  at  the  real  world  of  peo- 
ple who  are  on  welfare,  they  want  to  work.  They  indeed  now  go  out 
and  seek  it  themselves. 

Our  policy  and  our  bill  is  to  try  to  structure  a  program  that  will 
offer  them  assistance,  keep  them  on  the  job  as  long  as  necessary, 
continue  the  support  system  of  cash  allowances,  housing,  and  food 
stamps,  until  they  are  well  entrenched  in  their  job  so  that  they  no 
longer  need  to  feel  that  they  have  to  come  back  to  a  welfare-type 
program. 
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And  we  think  that  the  data  and  the  statistics  that  have  been  ac- 
cumulated by  researchers  in  the  field  suggest  that  if  we  are  going 
to  take  one-third,  as  the  administration  does,  and  say  we  are  going 
to  move  on  the  experienced  one-third,  this  is  the  population  that 
has  the  greatest  chance  of  succeeding  and  we  could,  in  fact,  almost 
with  a  minimum  of  support  and  effort  cut  down  the  adult  persons 
on  welfare  by  one-third.  And  that  is  really  what  Job  Start  for 
America  is  all  about. 

We  know  about  unemployment.  The  figures  are  still  devastating 
in  many  communities.  It  is  tough  for  people  to  find  a  job.  And  I 
don't  believe  that  a  substitute  of  a  community  service  job  is  the  al- 
ternative that  we  want  to  support  for  our  welfare  reform. 

Chairman  Ford.  But  under  the  administration's  bill,  the  Repub- 
lican's bill,  and  the  bill  offered  by  the  Mainstream  Democrats,  and 
according  to  public  opinion  polls,  we  see  that  the  vast  majority  of 
the  American  people  and  even  the  welfare  population  itself  would 
like  to  be  connected  and  go  to  work  and  be  placed  in  a  job. 

I  think  some  of  us  have  crafted  legislation  that  certainly  would 
not  really  address  job  opportunities,  but  what  about  public  jobs?  If 
we  are  talking  about  community  work  jobs,  what  the  administra- 
tion is  saying  and  even  with  what  the  Republicans  are  saying,  mu- 
nicipalities and  State  agencies  would,  in  fact,  be  public  service  jobs. 

I  don't  like  what  the  Republicans  are  saying  because  they  want 
you  to  work  35  hours.  They  don't  want  to  pay  you  minimum  wage. 
We  would  create  some  other  subminimum  wage  work  force  and 
once  that  happens,  then  the  whole  welfare  population  will  be  work- 
ing with  inferior  salaries,  inferior  labor,  and  everything  else. 

A  job  to  replace  welfare  or  placing  someone  on  a  public  service 
job  differs  from  what  the  administration  is  saying.  If  we  are  going 
to  give  them  the  welfare  check  and  if  we  are  going  to  add  billions 
or  more  dollars  under  an  entitlement  program  added  on  to  the  bil- 
lions of  dollars  that  we  are  spending  now  on  the  AFDC  program, 
what  about  jobs? 

Mrs.  Mink.  That  is  not  our  program.  The  program  that  you  have 
just  described  are  the  alternatives 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  not  saying  that  is  your  program.  I  wasn't 
suggesting  for  1  minute  that  this  was  your  bill.  I  am  trying  to  say 
the  2-year  time  limit  moving  people  to  work  and  the  Republicans 
don't  want  to  think  in  terms  of,  nor  does  the  administration,  a  com- 
prehensive employment  and  training  program  that  would  place 
welfare  recipients  in  the  same  public  service  jobs,  we  are  going  to 
spend  in  this  5-year  window  whether  you  use  the  $9  billion  figure 
that  the  administration  is  talking  about  or  the  $12  billion  that  the 
Republican  bill  is  addressing  for  5  years;  the  Mainstream  Demo- 
crats are  talking  about  even  more  than  the  $12  billion.  Why  don't 
we  get  closer  to  a  JOBS  bill  that  would  place  these  welfare  recipi- 
ents into  the  workplace  and  they  would  get  on-the-job  training  and 
eventually  move  right  into  the  private  sector. 

Mrs.  Mink.  That  is  exactly  our  feeling,  that  the  additional  ex- 
penditures that  the  other  bills  are  talking  about,  $9,  $12,  $20  bil- 
lion, and  then  to  have  an  end  result,  which  is  only  a  community 
service  job  at  minimum  wage  or  less  than  minimum  is  not  a  good 
policy.  All  it  is  doing  is  to  say  that  these  individuals  on  welfare 
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need  to  work  for  their  welfare  and  I  don't  believe  that  that  is  a  pol- 
icy that  we  ought  to  adhere  to. 

Our  job  is  to  look  at  the  individuals  as  real  people  who  are  on 
welfare  today  and  to  recognize  that  at  least  half  of  them  come  into 
their  situation  with  adequate  education,  more  than  high  school  in 
many  cases,  and  with  work  experience.  The  problem  with  our  sys- 
tem right  now  is  when  they  come  on  welfare,  nobody  helps  them 
look  for  a  job.  Nobody  cares  about  what  their  work  potential  is. 
They  are  sort  of  left  on  their  own. 

The  statistics  say  that  40  percent  do  go  out  to  get  a  job  and  go 
off  of  welfare.  But,  on  the  average,  only  for  11  months.  If  we  could 
just  prop  them  up  a  little  bit,  keep  them  on  welfare  assistance  for 
a  couple  of  months,  give  them  additional  support  when  they  go  off 
on  their  own,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  could  lessen  the  number  on 
welfare  quite  significantly,  if  not  as  much  as  the  one-third  that  the 
administration  is  targeting. 

My  program  has  a  minimal  cost  for  child  care  because  I  say  there 
are  enough  families  on  welfare  that  have  their  children  in  Head 
Start  or  in  kindergarten  or  in  public  schools.  We  don't  need  to  cre- 
ate a  whole  new  bureaucracy  of  child  care  because  if  we  target  this 
program,  this  initiative,  to  those  who  can  immediately  go  to  job 
training  or  immediately  go  to  a  job  because  their  kids  are  in  school 
or  in  Head  Start,  then  you  minimize  the  necessity  of  having  to  cre- 
ate a  whole  new  child  care  program. 

And  so  I  think  that  the  elements  of  success  are  there  and  we 
don't  need  to  reconstruct  the  whole  program  for  "one  size  fits  all" 
when  we  know  that  half  of  the  people  on  welfare  can  be  helped  if 
we  would  direct  our  attention  to  their  specific  needs  and  particu- 
larly if  their  kids  are  already  school  age. 

I  am  convinced  from  the  census  statistics  and  all  the  research 
that  I  have  seen  that  we  could  make  a  demonstrable  improvement 
in  the  output  of  jobs  to  individuals  if  we  would  just  pay  attention 
to  the  real  world  rather  than  to  make  everybody  into  one  mold  and 
put  a  time  bomb  under  them  on  the  assumption  that  they  won't  do 
anything  to  help  themselves  without  it.  I  reject  that  notion  com- 
pletely. 

Chairman  FORD.  Mr.  Scott,  2-year  time  limits? 

Mr.  Scott.  Mr.  Chairman,  as  I  indicated,  in  the  St.  Paul's  pro- 
gram, in  a  3-year  period  you  can  take  someone  who  is  on  welfare 
from  a  high  school  education  to  a  college  degree.  To  cut  them  off 
in  2  years,  I  think,  would  be  ridiculous.  The  2-year  time  period  is 
totally  arbitrary.  For  some,  as  Mrs.  Mink  has  indicated,  they  don't 
need  2  years.  That  may  be  too  long  a  period.  For  others  it  may  be 
too  short.  I  think  if  we  focus  on  removing  many  of  the  disincentives 
and  have  the  jobs  that  are  available,  most  of  the  people  will  take 
the  jobs. 

I  mean,  you  don't  have  to — the  problem  is  the  disincentive  situa- 
tion where  if  you  take  the  job,  you  are  worse  off  than  you  were. 
If  you  remove  those  kinds  of  disincentives,  you  wouldn't  have  the 
kind  of  problem  where  people  have  to  choose  between  welfare  and 
Medicaid  or  a  job  with  no  benefits.  If  you  can  remove  those  dis- 
incentives, I  don't  think  we  would  have  as  much  of  a  problem  as 
we  do.  For  some,  the  2  years  is  too  long,  for  some  it  is  too  short. 
I  think  it  is  counterproductive  to  have  that  period  of  time. 
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Also,  as  I  understand,  the  bill  that  you  are  considering  is  the  2- 
year  lifetime  benefit,  so  if  you  have  used  up  some  of  your  years  as 
a  teenager,  later  on  in  life  you  have  an  unfortunate  situation,  di- 
vorce or  something  like  that  where  you  are  in  need,  you  may  not 
be  able  to  get  any  assistance  at  all.  So  I  think  the  lifetime  benefits 
for  that  reason  would  be  inappropriate. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  about  in  your  district?  What  about  the 
welfare  population  that  is  there?  In  talking  with  them  at  town 
meetings  or  whatever  the  congressional  connection  would  be,  do 
you  find  of  the  welfare  population,  the  adults  who  are  able  to  work, 
do  you  find  they  are  not  willing  to  go  to  work? 

Mr.  Scott.  I  won't  say  all,  but  virtually  all  would  rather  be 
working  at  a  job,  but  they  either  can't  qualify  for  a  decent  job  or 
they  would  lose  so  much  in  benefits  taking  a  job  that  just  from  a 
capitalistic  point  of  view  they  can't  afford  it. 

Chairman  Ford.  Would  there  be  anything  wrong  with  a  2-year 
time  limit  for  those  who  don't  go  into  training  or  are  not  placed  in 
jobs  right  away,  if  they  are  job-ready?  I  don't  mean  losing  benefits, 
but  going  into  a  public  sector  job. 

Mr.  Scott.  If  the  skills  were  there,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  don't  think 
you  would  need  a  2-year  limit  to  get  them  in.  If  you  had  programs 
for  people  to  actually  participate  in  that  had  at  the  end  of  it  the 
skills  necessary  to  get  a  decent  job,  if  those  programs  were  there, 
you  wouldn't  need  a  2-year  limit.  You  would  have  a  waiting  list. 

Chairman  Ford.  OK  Thank  you  very  much.  Our  next  panel 

Mrs.  Mink.  Mr.  Chairman,  in  the  absence  of  my  colleagues,  may 
I  ask  unanimous  consent  that  their  testimony  be  put  into  the 
record? 

Chairman  Ford.  Without  objection,  all  of  the  testimonies  will  be 
made  a  part  of  the  record  today. 

Mrs.  Mink.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  of  Mr.  Owens  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  MAJOR  R.  OWENS 

WELFARE  REFORM  AMD  H.R.  4498 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

JULY  27,  1994 

I  want  to  commend  Congresswoman  Mink  for  being  at  the 
forefront  of  the  welfare  reform  debate  and  for  emphasizing  what 
welfare  reform  is  truly  about  —  jobs. 

Amidst  all  of  the  swirling  hypocrisy  in  this  debate, 
Congresswoman  Mink's  bill  is  a  breath  of  fresh  air.  This  bill,  the 
"Job  Start  for  America  Act  of  1994"  (H.R.  4498),  would  target 
individuals  on  welfare  who  have  the  greatest  potential  for  success 
in  the  workplace.  It  would  guarantee  them  federally-funded  job 
training  or  education,  job  counseling,  job  search  assistance,  and 
child  care  so  that  they  could  find  and  keep  a  job  which  pays  a 
livable  wage. 

One  of  the  most  positive  features  of  the  Job  Start  program  is 
that  once  a  welfare  recipient  finds  a  job,  Job  Start  does  not 
simply  forget  about  the  individual's  tenuous  situation.  If  the 
person's  income  is  below  300%  of  the  federal  poverty  level,  then 
Job  Start  would  establish  a  security  net  for  the  person's  family  to 
assist  in  the  transition  to  self-sufficiency.  For  a  period  of  two 
years  after  the  person  finds  a  job,  the  person's  family  would 
continue  to  be  eligible  for  cash  assistance,  housing  assistance, 
and  food  stamps. 

Thus,  this  bill  strikes  at  the  heart  of  what  is  needed  to 
reform  our  welfare  system  —  job  creation  and  job  retention.  Two 
years  will  not  be  enough  time  for  every  welfare  recipient  to  secure 
a  job,  despite  the  assumptions  of  the  so-called  "experts." 
Likewise,  once  employed,  not  every  individual  will  earn  an  income 
high  enough  to  house,  clothe,  and  feed  an  entire  family. 

The  bottom  line  is  that  the  welfare  system  exists  because  it 
is  cheaper  for  the  government  to  send  checks  to  welfare  recipients 
than  to  provide  them  with  training,  jobs,  and  child  care. 
Therefore,  if  the  rationale  for  welfare  reform  is  to  halt  the 
growth  of  entitlement  programs,  then  the  proponents  of  reform 
should  think  again,  unless  the  proponents  have  no  intention  of 
paying  the  cost  of  reform.  And  if  that  is  the  case,  then  the  goal 
of  such  proponents  can  only  be  to  take  away  what  little  security 
welfare  recipients  have.  In  case  anyone  has  any  doubt  as  to  how 
little  security  that  is,  the  median  family  income  from  Aid  to 
Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC)  and  food  stamps  is  $5800  a 
year. 

The  strength  of  the  Job  Start  bill  is  that  it  is  designed  to 
meet  realistic  needs,  not  far-fetched  policy  models.  The  bill 
points  us  to  the  right  solutions  for  a  complex  problem.  With  Job 
Start,  welfare  recipients  would  gain  not  only  self-sufficiency,  but 
also  the  dignity  and  self-respect  which  every  American,  rich  or 
poor,  deserves. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Our  next  panel  on  H.R.  4370,  Child  Support  Responsibility  Act 
of  1994,  Congressional  Caucus  for  Women's  Issues,  Hon.  Pat 
Schroeder,  along  with  Ms.  Snowe  of  Maine,  Ms.  Slaughter  of  New 
York,  Mrs.  Lowey  of  New  York,  and  Mrs.  Roukema  of  New  Jersey. 
I  certainly  would  like  to  welcome  the  Congressional  Caucus  for 
Women's  Issues  before  the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  to 
talk  about  welfare  reform. 

We  have  had  a  discussion  this  morning  and  we  have  talked  with 
other  Members  and  one  of  our  own,  who  is  also  a  member  of  the 
Caucus  for  Women's  Issues,  Barbara  Kennelly,  who  serves  on  the 
full  committee.  One  of  the  things  that  I  would  like  to  hear  from  the 
caucus  this  morning  in  reference  to  what  I  have  heard  over  the  last 
day  or  two,  this  subcommittee  would  certainly  like  to  hear  the 
views  of  the  women  of  this  caucus  about  child  support  enforcement 
being  decoupled,  as  Mr.  Matsui  said  earlier  today,  from  the  welfare 
package. 

There  are  many  of  those  who  serve  on  this  subcommittee  and  the 
full  committee  who  have  expressed  some  concerns  about  moving 
both,  and  the  administration  certainly  has  made  this  a  cornerstone 
in  the  welfare  package.  I  know  all  of  you  know  that  I  was  here  in 
1987,  and  as  a  matter  of  fact,  marked  up  the  child  support  enforce- 
ment bill  on  this  subcommittee.  I  don't  think  there  is  one  issue  that 
I  have  heard  on  child  support  enforcement  that  we  don't  support. 
We  might  even  go  further  than  what  the  administration  and  others 
have  already  proposed  in  this  particular  area. 

I  think  our  concern  here,  as  we  move  toward  reporting  some  type 
of  bill,  would  be  not  that  this  bill  is  in  trouble  or  not,  but  just 
should  we  decouple  this  bill  and  let  child  support  enforcement 
move  on  its  own  and  let  welfare  take  a  life  of  its  own  with  all  of 
the  welfare  issues  directly  or  move  the  entire  bill  together. 

At  this  time,  I  would  like  to  hear  from  you,  the  Congressional 
Women's  Caucus  on  these  particular  issues.  I  would  like  to  thank 
you  very  much  for  coming. 

Pat  Schroeder. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  PATRICIA  SCHROEDER,  A  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  COLORADO 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  Thank  you  very  much  Chairman  Ford.  I  ask 
unanimous  consent  to  place  my  statement  in  the  record. 

Chairman  Ford.  Pardon  me  1  minute.  The  staff  is  asking,  Ms. 
Snowe,  do  you  have  a  copy  of  your  testimony? 

Ms.  Snowe.  Sure. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you.  I  am  sorry.  Please  continue. 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  Sure.  I  want  to  place  my  statement  in  the 
record  and  I  want  to  compliment  you  on  your  longstanding  efforts 
on  child  support  enforcement.  That  is  why  we  are  here.  We  are 
here  because,  yes,  we  have  all  worked  very  hard  over  the  last  dec- 
ade to  try  to  do  something  about  child  support  enforcement  and  we 
know  we  are  not  there  yet. 

And  as  you  remember,  after  our  last  attempt,  there  was  a  2-year 
U.S.  commission  to  study  child  support  enforcement,  and  basically 
what  this  bill  is,  is  the  comprehensive  recommendations  that  came 
out  of  the  U.S.  commission,  plus  some  additional  proposals  that  we 
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have  added  to  build  on  the  recommendation.  It  is  so  comprehensive 
it  goes  to  seven  different  committees. 

We  are  here  to  say,  first,  as  a  caucus,  many  Members  have  sev- 
eral different  welfare  reform  proposals.  We  have  not  adopted  any 
one  welfare  reform  proposal.  We  have  not  been  able  to  reach  a  con- 
sensus. But  we  have  been  able  to  reach  a  consensus  on  child  sup- 
port enforcement,  because  we  really  think  it  is  welfare  prevention. 

When  you  see  up  to  $34  billion  in  uncollected  child  support  or- 
ders, we  are  an  awful  long  way  from  a  strong  system.  We  are  proud 
to  state  today  that  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton  got  the  first  provisions 
of  our  bill  out  of  her  subcommittee.  Under  the  bill's  provisions,  no- 
body can  be  hired  by  the  Federal  Government  if  they  are  more 
than  $1,000  in  child  support  arrears  without  a  plan  to  pay.  Nor  can 
individuals  receive  Federal  benefits  that  are  in  arrears  unless  they 
have  a  plan  to  pay.  So  we  have  got  that  first  piece  moving.  The 
other  six  committees  we  hope  will  act  also. 

We  would  like  to  keep  child  support  coupled  to  welfare  reform  if 
welfare  reform  can  move  this  year.  If  it  can't  move,  my  political 
analysis,  and  I  think  most  here  would  agree,  but  if  not,  they  can 
speak  for  themselves,  is — I  don't  think  you  get  any  extra  votes  for 
welfare  reform  by  having  child  support  enforcement  in  it.  I  think 
the  main  debates  on  welfare  reform  are  about  other  issues.  But  the 
problem  with  child  support  is  that  it  is  so  complex  and  it  goes 
through  so  many  committees  and  there  are  so  many  little  loopholes 
that  it  is  like  nailing  jello  to  the  wall. 

Chairman  Ford.  We  decoupled  before  in  1988  with  the  Family 
Support  Act  and  child  support  enforcement. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  So  our  thought  would  be  we  go  further  than 
the  administration.  Keep  them  coupled,  if  you  can,  but  if  you  can't, 
we  would  like  to  see  this  get  out  of  the  Congress  and  get  States 
moving  on  it,  get  Federal  agencies  moving  on  it,  get  foreign  affairs 
on  it.  We  deny  passports  to  people  who  are  in  arrears. 

We  ask  States  to  start  changing  their  laws  and  so  forth  and  if 
you  don't  act  this  year,  when  State  legislatures  reconvene  next 
January,  you  lose  a  year  or  two  in  that  cycle,  like  my  State  of  Colo- 
rado, you  only  get  1  year  and  they  are  off  the  next  year  so  you  real- 
ly lose  2  years. 

So  our  hope  would  be  if  welfare  reform  passes,  fine,  keep  it  in, 
but  if  we  don't  see  that  it  is  going  to  pass,  keep  it  back  and  I  could 
go  through  all  of  the  details  in  here 

Chairman  Ford.  I  don't  want  to  cut  you  off,  but  one  of  your  col- 
leagues who  testified  last  year,  Mrs.  Kennelly,  who  serves  on  the 
full  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means  took  your  position,  but  today 
she  testified  earlier  that  she  does  not  see  why  we  should  decouple 
child  support  enforcement. 

I  am  not  trying  to  put  you  on  the  spot,  but  just  for  a  dialog,  she 
is  totally  committed  and  would  like  us  to  move  child  support  en- 
forcement. But  she  did  testify  today  and  indicated  that  she  testified 
a  year  ago  and  wanted  to  move  child  support  enforcement.  Today 
she  indicated  that  she  did  not  see  any  reasons  why  we  should  de- 
couple and  not  move  these  two  things  together. 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER.  I  must  say  I  am  a  little  surprised  by  that  be- 
cause in  all  of  our 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  not  trying  to  get  anything  started. 
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Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  In  our  meetings  she  has  told  us  that  she  would 
be  for  decoupling 

Chairman  Ford.  I  didn't  say  she  would  oppose  it. 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER  [continuing].  If  welfare  wasn't  going  anywhere 
and  I  know  she  has  been  very  close  to  Marge  because  both  Con- 
gresswoman  Kennelly  and  Congresswoman  Roukema  have  been  on 
the  interstate  commission.  My  understanding  of  her  position  was, 
sure,  I  am  sure  if  we  can  keep  it  together  that  would  be  where  all 
of  us  are,  but  if  you  can't,  then  I  think  we  feel  very  strongly,  let's 
get  this  out,  because  there  is  so  much  implementation.  L^t's  not 
lose  2  years.  Let's  get  it  going.  So  that  is  our  real  plea.  I  will  put 
the  details  in  the  record. 

Chairman  Ford.  In  all  fairness,  I  just  want  to  have  staff  make 
sure  what  I  said  was  accurate.  Naturally,  if  this  bill  is  bogged 
down  she  would  generally  support  decoupling  it.  By  no  means  did 
I  try  to  suggest  that  she  wanted  it  to  remain  in  the  package.  I 
would  like  to  see  it,  but  that  is  why  I  think  your  testimony  today 
is  critical  to  me  and  I  am  sure  to  my  colleagues  on  the  full  commit- 
tee about  child  support  enforcement.  I  think  we  need  to  act  and  act 
quickly,  but  I  think  we  should  act  also  on  the  welfare  package. 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  I  think  most  of  us  would  agree.  We  are  just 
worried  about  this  time  crunch. 

Chairman  Ford.  We  will  be  prepared.  That  is  the  purpose  of 
these  sessions  all  week  and  probably  next  week.  We  will  be  pre- 
pared to  move  on  whatever  signals  we  receive  from  the  full  commit- 
tee chairman,  as  well  as  the  leadership  in  the  House  in  wanting 
this  bill  to  come  to  the  floor. 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  Absolutely,  we  have  met  with  both  Mr.  Ging- 
rich and  the  Speaker  on  this  and  I  think  they  all  said  that,  sure, 
they  would  like  to  decouple,  but  they  don't  think  we  should  lose  2 
years. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  sorrv.  I  won't  interrupt  you  anymore. 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  That  is  OK.  I  will  put  the  rest  of  my  statement 
in. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  gentlewoman's  time  has  expired. 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  You  were  very  patient. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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Chairman  Ford  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  it  is  a  pleasure  to  testify  before  you 
about  an  issue  the  Congressional  Caucus  for  Women's  Issues  is  deeply  committed  to.  On  behalf 
of  the  Caucus  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  convening  this  hearing  and  giving  us  the  opportunity 
to  discuss  the  Child  Support  Responsibility  Act  of  1994  (H.R.  4570). 

As  you  may  know,  several  members  of  the  Caucus  have  introduced  welfare  reform 
measures,  however,  the  Caucus  has  not  taken  a  position  on  any  of  the  welfare  reform  bills 
currently  pending  before  Congress.  We  have  recently  introduced  a  comprehensive  child  support 
enforcement  bill  —  a  bill  we  believe  will  serve  as  a  welfare  prevention  measure.  Child  support 
enforcement  is  an  issue  that  all  Members  readily  agree  is  in  need  of  immediate  attention.  Where 
there  are  a  myriad  of  approaches  to  reforming  the  nation's  welfare  system,  there  seems  to  be 
like-minded  thinking  on  a  number  of  steps  that  can  be  taken  immediately  to  improve  the  nation's 
child  support  system. 

In  spite  of  a  decade  of  Congressional  efforts  to  improve  the  collection  of  child  support, 
deadbeat  parents  still  fail  to  pay  $34  billion  annually.  Our  child  support  system  is  quickly 
becoming  a  national  disgrace.  Each  of  us  has  heard  from  constituents  who  face  dire 
consequences  when  a  child  support  payment  does  not  come.  The  primary  victims  of  this  system 
are  the  millions  of  children  facing  lives  of  poverty.  Further  complicating  the  present  collection 
system  is  the  rising  number  of  parents  who  relocate  to  another  state  after  their  separation  or 
divorce.  Currently,  almost  one-third  of  child  support  cases  involve  parents  who  have  moved  to 
another  state.  The  bottom  line  is  that  American  children  are  being  shortchanged  by  parents  who 
fail  to  pay  the  support  their  children  need.  Our  bill  is  a  comprehensive  measure  which  sends 
a  clear  message  to  deadbeat  parents  -  wherever  you  are,  you  will  no  longer  be  able  to  renege 
on  the  financial  responsibilities  owed  to  your  child. 

As  you  may  know.  Caucus  members  Barbara  Kennelly  and  Marge  Roukema  were  on  the 
U.S.  Commission  on  Interstate  Child  Support.  Our  bill  builds  on  their  recommendations  to 
Congress  in  several  ways.  Most  importantly,  H.R.  4570  would  create  a  federal  registry  for 
reporting  of  child  support  orders.  The  current  patchwork,  state-by-state  approach  allows 
noncustodial  parents  to  pay  an  economic  game  of  hide-and-seek.  Our  bill  would  also  streamline 
the  collection  process,  enhance  paternity  establishment  procedures,  and  mandate  that  states 
impose  criminal  penalties  on  deadbeat  parents.  H.R.  4570  would  restrict  occupational, 
professional,  and  business  licenses  for  nonpayment  of  child  support. 

Correcting  our  child  support  system  must  include  improvements  in  the  federal  and  state 
child  support  partnership.  Our  bill  requires  the  federal  government  to  examine  staffing 
requirements  for  child  support  agencies.  The  Children's  Defense  Fund  recently  reported  that 
some  child  support  administrators  report  caseloads  in  excess  of  a  thousand  cases  per  worker. 
Our  bill  would  also  have  the  federal  government  provide  training  assistance  to  the  state  child 
support  agencies. 

We  have  had  an  overwhelming  response  to  our  bill.  As  I  mentioned,  this  is  an  issue  that 
all  Members  of  Congress  understand  and  they  want  the  system  improved  immediately.  I  would 
like  to  note  that  yesterday  Congresswoman  Eleanor  Holmes  Norton,  Chair  of  the  House  Post 
Office  Subcommittee  on  Compensation  and  Employee  Benefits,  completed  a  markup  of  the 
provisions  of  H.R.  4570  under  the  subcommittee's  jurisdiction.  Under  our  proposal, 
noncustodial  parents  who  are  in  child  support  artears  will  be  denied  federal  benefits  and  federal 
employment  if  they  fail  to  establish  a  plan  to  repay  their  children  the  support  they  are  owed. 

As  the  nation's  largest  employer,  the  federal  government  should  set  an  example  for  the 
private  sector  in  this  area.     However,  in  1989,  over  60,000  government  employees  were 
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delinquent  in  their  child  support  payments.  H.R.  4570  would  also  require  potential  federal 
employees  and  those  seeking  federal  benefits  to  first  meet  their  financial  responsibilities  to  their 
children. 

In  closing,  the  Caucus  believes  that  child  support  legislation  is  an  important  component 
of  welfare  reform  and,  in  fact,  we  believe  it  is  essentially  a  welfare  prevention  measure.  We 
are  pleased  that  your  subcommittee  is  acting  expeditiously  on  welfare  reform  and  child  support 
legislation.  We  look  forward  to  working  with  you  and  members  of  the  subcommittee  to  make 
certain  that  in  the  event  welfare  reform  becomes  stalled  during  the  short  time  remaining  in  the 
103rd  Congress,  child  support  legislation  will  have  the  opportunity  to  move  forward.  This  issue 
is  too  important  to  too  many  children  to  wait  another  year.  Once  again,  thank  you  for  giving 
me  the  opportunity  to  discuss  the  Caucus'  child  support  bill. 
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Chairman  Ford.  As  I  continue  with  Members  coming  in  and  out, 
if  any  Members  would  hke  to  leave  you  can.  I  mean,  we  are  not 
holding  Members  here.  That  is  why  we  raise  questions  in  between 
testimony.  If  any  one  of  you  want  to  go,  it  is  fine  with  me. 

Ms.  Snowe,  you  are  the  next  on  the  list. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  OLYMPIA  J.  SNOWE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MAINE 

Ms.  Snowe.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  will  just  echo  what 
Congresswoman  Schroeder  said  with  respect  to  the  process  and  the 
strategy.  I  think  we  determined  if,  in  fact,  welfare  reform  would 
get  bogged  down,  then  we  should  proceed  independently  to  move 
child  support  enforcement.  The  last  thing  we  would  want  to  happen 
is  for  some  reason  not  be  in  a  position  in  the  fall  to  move  this  legis- 
lation along  should  welfare  reform  not  be  proceeding  through  Con- 
gress in  an  expeditious  fashion  both  in  the  House  and  the  Senate. 

We  think  that  child  support  enforcement  legislation  is  very  criti- 
cal not  only  for  establishing  national  standards,  but  also  to  assist 
the  States  in  what  they  are  doing.  More  than  anything  else,  we 
have  learned  that  the  States,  although  they  are  making  consider- 
able progress  in  streamlining  their  systems,  putting  new  mecha- 
nisms online,  they  need  the  assistance  of  the  Federal  Government 
in  order  to  collect  on  an  interstate  basis.  So  this  goes  beyond  paro- 
chial or  State  interests.  This  becomes  a  national  problem  that 
clearly  requires  a  national  solution,  because  one  third  of  all  the 
cases  involve  national  cases  and  the  States  are  not  in  a  position  to 
be  able  to  collect  or  enforce  child  support  payments  and  awards 
without  the  strength  and  reinforcement  of  Federal  law  to  assist 
them  in  that  regard. 

And  that  is  why  this  legislation  becomes  so  critical  because  it  is 
comprehensive  in  every  respect.  The  bottom  line  is  somebody  may 
be  able  to  run,  but  they  can't  hide,  whether  it  is  nationally  or  inter- 
nationally. We  are  trying  to  close  every  loophole  with  respect  to 
any  delinquent  parent.  Because  the  ultimate  impact,  I  think,  as  we 
all  know  with  delinquent  child  support  payments,  is  on  the  family 
and  certainly  on  children.  Twenty-five  percent  of  children  today 
live  in  single-parent  families  and  when  there  are  delinquent  child 
support  payments,  ultimately  the  burden  is  borne  by  those  chil- 
dren, both  emotionally  and  financially. 

And  only  50  percent  of  the  women  who  are  awarded  child  sup- 
port payments  even  receive  them  and  half  of  those  receive  partial 
payments  or  no  payments  at  all  and  the  other  half  are  provided  for 
full  payment,  but  the  difficulty  comes  in  the  collection  process.  In 
fact,  the  General  Accounting  Office  did  12  different  studies  since 
1984  and  they  indicated  that  the  reason  why  there  has  been  poor 
performance  in  the  child  support  collection  area  is  because  the 
States  don't  have  the  ability  on  an  interstate  basis  to  collect  and 
to  enforce  those  child  support  payments.  That  is  why  in  our  legisla- 
tion we  include  the  establishment  of  the  Federal  Child  Support 
Central  Registry,  as  we  do  with  all  the  States. 

And  I  know  the  State  of  Maine  has  been  a  leader  in  this  area 
and  has  established  its  own  central  registry,  but  more  importantly 
is  for  the  States  to  have  access  to  the  most  updated,  timely  infor- 
mation. They  would  be  able  to  have  access  to  State  agencies  as  well 
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as  Federal  agencies  with  the  updated  information,  expanded  infor- 
mation required  on  the  W-4  forms.  They  would  be  able  to  have  ac- 
cess to  quarterly  payments  that  are  paid  to  the  Internal  Revenue 
Service  and  that  is  important  for  those  people  who  may  be  self-em- 
ployed and,  therefore,  it  is  very  difficult  for  States  to  get  access  to 
that  money,  and  certainly  not  on  a  timely  basis  because  they  get 
it  many  months  after  that  information  is  submitted. 

We  also  expand  the  parent  locator  service  so  they  can  expand 
their  access  to  updated  information.  In  addition,  we  adopt  meas- 
ures that  have  been  adopted  in  the  State  of  Maine.  In  fact,  Maine 
is  the  only  State  in  this  country  to  do  so,  withholding  driver's  li- 
censes, occupational  licenses,  professional  licenses.  What  we  are 
sajdng  is  there  is  a  personal  responsibility  in  all  of  this  and  so  we 
have  the  right  to  revoke  that  privilege  in  all  of  those  areas  if  they 
are  not  willing  to  meet  their  own  responsibilities  to  their  children 
and  to  their  upbringing. 

So  I  would  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  could  adopt  this  pack- 
age of  comprehensive  proposals  that  I  think  would  go  a  long  ways 
in  terms  of  establishing  a  very  strong  child  support  enforcement 
system,  helping  the  States,  and  also  setting  a  national  standard  as 
well  as  a  national  statement  on  a  very  critical  issue. 

Nancy  Ebb  from  the  Children's  Defense  Fund  said  that  children 
pay  when  parents  don't  pay.  And  that  is  the  price  that  we  clearly 
cannot  be  paying  in  this  country  for  children  and  families  to  bear 
an  adverse  burden  when  it  comes  to  people  failing  to  fulfill  their 
financial  and  fiduciary  obligations  to  their  children. 

So  I  would  hope,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we  can  move  expeditiously 
in  one  form  or  another,  but  the  bottom  line  is,  hopefully,  we  can 
get  this  package  of  legislation  which  basically  in  many  respects  is 
very  similar  to  the  administration's  proposals  in  many  areas,  as 
many  here  will  say  today.  But  I  want  to  thank  you  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  testify  on  this  issue  and  also  to  give  us  the  opportunity 
to  proceed  with  this  legislation. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:! 
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WEDNESDAY  JULY  27,  1994 


I'd  like  to  thank  Chairman  Ford  and  Members  of  the  House  Ways  and 
Means  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  for  scheduling  these  important  hearings  this 
week  on  welfere  reform.     Americans  throughout  the  country  have  been  discussing  the  need 
for  revamping  the  entire  system  of  welfare  so  that  it  leads  recipients  to  independent  lives  of 
responsibility  and  work. 

The  timing  of  this  debate  offers  us  a  unique  opportunity  to  improve  upon  existing 
child  support  enforcement  mechanisms  and  establish  new  enforcement  systems  where  none 
currently  are  in  place.   The  Child  Support  Responsibility  Act  °f  *^'*'  introduced  by  the 
Congressional  Caucus  for  Women's  Issues,  moves  us  forward  in  this  direction.  It  recognizes 
that  the  issue  of  child  support  enforcement  extends  beyond  parochial  interests  or  state  lines; 
as  a  national  problem,  child  support  enforcement  merits  a  truly  national  solution. 

(Fortunately,  the  Caucus  and  its  members  have  taken  those  all-important  first  stq)s  to 
meet  that  goal.   Several  weeks  ago,  we  met  with  Speaker  Tom  Foley  about  crafting  a  new, 
comprehensive,  bipartisan  J^proach  to  child  support  enforcement.    Speaker  Foley  endorsed 
our  efforts  to  move  child  support  legislation  through  Congress  this  year.   In  addition.  House 
Minority  Whip  Newt  Gingrich  also  lent  his  support  for  our  efforts.   Yesterday  we  met  with 
Chairman  Gibbons,  who  told  us  of  his  intention  to  move  welfare  reform,  including  child 
support,  through  Congress  this  session.   We  applaud  this  Committee's  efforts  to  address  a 
national  problem  in  terms  of  a  national  solution.) 

At  a  time  when  approximately  25%  of  our  nation's  children  grow  up  in  single-parent 
households,  delinquent  child  support  payments  create  irreparable  problems  -  both  emotional 
and  financial.   Consider  that,  for  motiiers  who  have  obtained  a  child  support  order  -  and 
more  than  40  percent  either  have  been  denied  or  have  unfortunately  been  unable  to  obtain 
such  orders  -  either  the  father  must  voluntarily  fulfill  his  obligation  or  the  mother  must  bring 
a  support  action.   Even  among  mothers  who  get  awarded  support,  only  half  actually  receive 
what  IS  owed;  the  other  half  receive  partial  payments  or  nothing.    Approximately,  $5  billion 
of  child  support  orders  are  unpaid  annually.   These  figures  add  up  to  significant  burdens  that 
not  only  take  an  economic  but  emotional  toll  on  parents  and  their  children.    (As  I  recently 
heard  an  advocate  (Nancy  Ebb,  Children's  Defense  Fund)  in  this  debate  say:  "Children  pay 
when  parents  do  not."   And  it  is  a  price  that  our  state  governments  are  paying  for,  as  well.) 

Partial  federalization  of  child  support  has  been  favored  by  numerous  groups  who 
believe  that,  although  states  have  made  progress  in  streamlining  the  paternity  process  and 
modifying  support  orders,  the  problem  of  collection  of  child  support  awards  requires  a 
federal  approach,  particularly  in  interstate  cases,  which  comprise  almost  one  of  three 
national  cases.    (Since  1984,  more  than  12  studies  have  been  completed  by  the  General 
Accounting  Office  detailing  the  problems  with  the  public  child  support  enforcement  system, 
and  many  of  the  studies  showed  that  one  problem  in  particular,  fragmented  state 
enforcement,  has  resulted  in  poor  performance  in  interstate  cases  and  failure  to  enforce 
existing  awards.) 

Through  more  stringent  child  support  enforcement,  federal  and  state  governments  can 
recover  the  funds  they  spend  on  welfare  benefits,  presenting  an  immediate  incentive  to 
expedite  and  streamline  child  support  collection.   Collection  of  current  and  past-due  child 
support  payments  for  families  not  on  welfare  reduces  the  need  for  these  families  to  seek 
public  assistance  and  collection  of  child  support  for  welfare  families  reduces  the  need  to 
remain  on  public  assistance.  The  Urban  League  estimates  the  potential  for  child  support 
collections  to  be  $48  billion  dollars.   States  are  currently  only  collecting  $14  billion  annually 
from  non-custodial  parents,  leaving  a  $34  billion  gap,  and  with  15  million  cases  and  a 
growing  caseload,  there  is  a  clarion  call  for  reform. 

More  importantly,  you  must  remember  that  there  is  a  human  element  at  stake,  and 
there  are  negative  consequences  of  nonpayment  on  the  quality  of  our  children's  lives.    A 
recent  survey  by  the  Children's  Defense  Fund  discovered  that  more  than  one-third  of  the 
300  custodial  parents  they  interviewed  reported  their  children  went  without  medical  care  and 
lacked  appropriate  clothing,  such  as  a  winter  coat,  and  nearly  one-third  said  that  their 
children  went  hungry  in  the  preceding  year.   States  and  parents  want  to  collect  delinquent 
payments,  but  there  is  an  institutional  inability  to  pursue  child  support  payment  cases 
because  of  a  lack  of  leadership  from  the  federal  government  and  because  many  state 
agencies  lack  the  technical  support  and  staff  they  need  to  implement  successful  child  support 


504 


enforcement  programs. 

In  effect,  Mr.  Chairman,  our  bill  sends  a  powerful  but  necessary  message  to  deadbeat 
parents  everywhere:    you  can  run,  but  you  can't  hide,  no  matter  who  you  are,  no  matter 
where  you  run. 

Our  bill  would  establish  a  federal  registry  of  child  support  enforcement  orders  as 
well  as  mandate  the  establishment  and  maintenance  of  central  child  support  registries  in  aU 
states.   Many  states  already  have  central  registries,  which  have  proven  their  effectiveness: 
the  number  of  parents  located  (as  a  percentage  of  total  caseload)  has  more  than  doubled 
from  1983  to  1992.   Some  states  have  improved  their  success  rate  by  expanding  the  data 
bases  they  use  to  locate  parents  and  their  assets,  automating  their  efforts  and  creating  ways 
to  access  information  about  newly  hired  employees.   Our  legislation  would  build  on  these 
successfiil  models. 

A  new  federal  registry  would  compare  enhanced  information  on  W-4  forms  in  a 
timely  manner  and  provide  states  easier  access  to  information.    Although  some  advocates 
have  held  that  a  state-based  system  is  sufficient,  and  legislation  requires  that  all  states  have 
statewide  computer  systems  by  October  1995,  a  General  Accounting  Office  report  describes 
state  systems  which  are  seriously  flawed  and  will  not  be  functioning  in  1995.   Congress 
cannot  compel  states  to  allocate  funds  for  computer  systems,  although  it  has  programs  for 
matching  state  funds,  so  some  states  have  laws  with  no  resources  to  implement  them. 
Therefore,  a  national  registry  of  all  child  support  orders,  modification  and  enforcement 
actions,  would  provide  access  to  federal  data  sources,  have  the  ability  to  locate  deadbeat 
parents  with  several  child  support  obligations  and  offer  greater  uniformity  in  interstate 
transactions. 

According  to  a  Congressional  source,  in  FY  1992,  direct  wage  withholding  accounted 
for  50  percent  of  total  child  support  collections.    Under  existing  law,  all  child  support 
orders,  whether  new  or  modified,  are  required  to  include  a  provision  for  wage  withholding 
whenever  child  support  is  owed  for  one  month  and  the  Family  Support  Act  extended  the  use 
of  mandatory  wage  withholding  to  nondelinquent  support.    Our  bill  would  require  employers 
to  provide  a  W-4  form  to  the  federal  child  support  registry  for  all  new  hires  and  to  include 
specific  information  pertaining  to  child  support  obligations.    (This  would  expedite  processing 
of  current  information  to  ensure  that  children  receive  support.    Many  states  receive  limited 
W-4  information  a  month  after  a  quarteriy  payment  to  state  labor  agency  is  made  -  making 
the  information  at  least  four  to  five  months  old.) 

Our  bill  would  also  expand  the  federal  Parent  Locator  Service,  which  currently  has 
access  to  several  federal  data  bases.    (Our  bill  would  allow  states  to  access  the  records  in 
other  state  agencies  and  federal  sources.    It  would  expand  the  PLS  to  allow  it  access  to  all 
federal  income  tax  returns  filed  by  individuals  with  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  (IRS), 
including  estimated  quarteriy  returns.)   This  would  assist  in  the  enforcement  of  child  support 
awards  from  deadbeat  parents  who  are  self-employed  and  whose  income  is  more  difficult  to 
access.    A  maximum  tum-around  time  of  48  hours  is  mandated  for  information  to  be 
broadcast  and  returned  to  states. 

Finally,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  emphasize  two  additional  provisions  in  which 
I  am  particularly  interested  because  of  the  recent  successful  experience  in  my  home  state  of 
Maine.    Our  bill  provides  for  a  hold  on  occupational,  professional  and  business  licenses  by  a 
federal  agency  for  noncustodial  parents  who  are  the  subject  of  a  warrant  or  who  are 
delinquent  in  child  support  payments  and  denying  driver's  licenses  and  vehicle  registrations 
to  those  failing  to  appear  in  child  support  cases.    Maine  has  enacted  a  similar  provision. 
Deadbeat  parents  were  walking  out  on  $150  million  in  child  support  payments  every  year. 
To  stop  this  hemorrhaging  of  parental  responsibility.  Governor  John  McKeman  instituted  a 
program  revoking  the  professional  and  dnver's  licenses  of  parents  who  are  delinquent  on 
their  payments.    Since  June,  Maine  has  collected  approximately  $12  million  in  outstanding 
child  support  payments.    This  is  beyond  original  expectations  for  collection.    Due  process 
has  been  followed  and  the  overwhelming  majority  of  debtors  compUed  by  paying  or  making 
arrangements  for  repayment.   Recently,  Maine  also  began  to  require  that  employers  send  the 
W-4s  of  new  hires  to  its  central  registry.    Because  this  new  law  is  being  phased-in  for 
industries  with  high  turnover,  it  is  too  soon  to  report  on  its  outcome. 

I  urge  the  Committee  to  begin  to  ease,  and  eventually  lift,  the  economic  and 
emotional  burdens  caused  by  delinquent  child  support  payments.   Through  stricter 
enforcement  measures,  such  as  a  national  registry,  state  centralized  registries,  an  expanded 
federal  Parent  Locator  Service  and  denial  of  licenses,  noncustodial  parents  will  bear 
responsibility  for  their  children  -  and  it  will  be  the  children  of  our  nation  who  will  reap  the 
support  they  so  justly  deserve.     Thank  you. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Ms.  Snowe,  what  about  the  concerns  we  have 
heard  throughout  the  country?  Some  have  suggested  that  we  sup- 
port a  national  child  support  assurance  program.  Some  have  sug- 
gested that  for  noncustodial  parents  that  might  drive  them  from 
their  financial  responsibility  to  the  children.  It  is  not  in  the  admin- 
istration's bill  or  any  other  bill,  but  we  have  heard  so  much  talk 
about  it,  should  we  consider  anything  like  that  in  the  welfare  pack- 
age? 

Ms.  Snowe.  I  certainly  would  think  it  would  be  better  to  move 
on  some  of  the  areas  that  we  are  talking  about  simply  because  we 
haven't  done  it.  We  haven't  been  able  to  experience  thus  far  what 
the  system  would  be  like  and  what  the  collections  would  be  like  if 
we  had  a  national  enforcement  mechanism  that  would  help  the 
States. 

I  know  one  of  the  biggest  problems  we  have  had  in  Maine,  for 
example,  is  with  the  issue  of  interstate  collections  and  having  other 
States  upholding  those  collections,  giving  assistance  in  terms  of  in- 
formation and  just  buttressing  what  other  States  are  doing,  be- 
cause it  is  not  done  on  a  uniform  basis.  So  I  would  prefer  to  do  that 
because  at  this  point  there  is  a  real  gap,  as  Pat  has  said,  with  col- 
lections to  this  point. 

I  mean,  we  have  a  potential,  according  to  the  Urban  League,  to 
raise  $48  billion  on  an  annual  basis.  The  States  are  only  collecting 
$14  billion  and  I  think  much  of  that  gap  is  due  to  the  fact  that  we 
don't  have  the  kind  of  procedures  in  place  that  will  assist  the 
States  on  a  national  basis.  I  would  prefer  to  try  that  approach  first 
than  try  the  approach  that  may  be  suggested  by  others  with  that 
kind  of  assurance  system. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mrs.  Roukema. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  MARGE  ROUKEMA,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

Mrs.  Roukema.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  would  simply  like 
to  make  a  point  at  the  very  beginning,  assuming  my  whole  state- 
ment will  be  in  the  record. 

Chairman  Ford.  Your  full  text  will  be  made  part  of  the  record, 
yes. 

Mrs.  Roukema.  Concerning  this  question  of  welfare  reform  and 
the  component  of  welfare  reform  that  is  known  as  child  support  en- 
forcement, I  think  we  are  talking  about  both  sides  and  although 
Mrs.  Kennelly  is  not  here,  I  think  she  would  agree  with  what  I  am 
about  to  say  which  is  that,  of  course,  we  are  all  for  welfare  reform 
and  we  would  like  to  see  that  move  expeditiously  in  this  Congress, 
but  should  it  not  be  moved  in  this  Congress,  then  we  should  not 
hold  child  support  enforcement  and  this  well-devised  bill  hostage  to 
some  future  proposal. 

It  must  be  understood  from  both  sides  that  child  support  laws 
have  to  be  an  integral  component  of  any  welfare  reform  proposal 
because  effective  child  support  enforcement  is  welfare  prevention. 
In  that  sense,  we  are  looking  for  a  comprehensive  bill,  but  we  do 
not  want  it  to  be  held  hostage  to  some  future  action. 

I  would  like  to  concur  with  the  statements  of  both  my  colleagues, 
Mrs.  Schroeder  and  Ms.  Snowe,  and  go  on  to  some  of  the  specifics 
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in  the  legislation  and  perhaps  give  you  some  background  on  the 
way  we  came  to  much  of  this  legislation. 

You  should  know,  and  I  believe  you  do,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  the 
recommendations  of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Interstate  Child  Sup- 
port Enforcement  form  the  basis  for  this  legislation.  That  report 
was  made,  I  believe  in  1992,  and  both  Mrs.  Kennelly,  Senator 
Bradley,  and  myself  served  on  that  commission.  And  I  think  it  is 
important  for  you  to  understand  that  the  commission  was  com- 
posed of  experts  in  all  areas  of  child  support  enforcement  that  in- 
cluded family  law  judges,  attorneys,  State  and  local  officials,  case- 
workers, and,  of  course,  parents  and  child  support  advocates  and 
the  report  was  made  in  1992  and  it  made,  above  all,  the  fact — the 
point  that  Ms.  Snowe  has  already  alluded  to  and  that  is  that  our 
interstate  child  support  system  is  only  as  good  as  its  weakest  link. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  you  have  already  alluded  to  the  fact 
that  you  and  I  and  others  worked  on  this  going  back  to  the 
mideighties  and,  of  course,  we  learned  that  at  that  time.  In  fact, 
I  think  many  of  us  who  worked  on  that  legislation  thought  we  had 
solved  those  interstate  problems,  but  the  experience  of  the  last  sev- 
eral years  and  the  report  of  the  commission  have  demonstrated 
that  there  are  new  initiatives  and  mandates  that  we  need. 

One  of  them,  and  I  will  begin  with  this  one  which  is  out  of  the 
context  of  the  interstate  question,  but  one  of  them  is  innovative 
and  new  and  received  the  strong  endorsement  of  the  commission 
and  that  is  that  we  mandate  comprehensive  hospital-based  pater- 
nity establishment  programs. 

The  alarming  rise  in  single-parent  families  gives  every  one  of  us 
reason  to  act  now.  The  studies  show  an  alarming  rise  across  all 
ethnic  groups  and  prevalent  in  low-income  populations,  and  with- 
out fail  we  have  learned  that  is  feeding  the  problem  of  welfare  and 
the  welfare  reform. 

I  believe  that  the  commission,  in  its  report,  indicated  that  the 
one  time  when  we  are  most  able  to  obtain  a  father's  acknowledg- 
ment of  paternity  is  at  birth  and  in  the  hospital.  The  commission — 
and  I  won't  go  into  their  data,  but  it  is  very  persuasive  in  that  it 
requires  comprehensive  hospital-based  paternity  programs  in  order 
to  be  effective  and  it  lays  out  in  this  legislation  requirements  for 
the  hospitals  and  also  it  establishes  a  shift  in  the  burden  of  proof 
so  that  parents  who  have  acknowledged  paternity  at  birth  cannot 
turn  around  when  a  support  order  comes  through  and  say,  prove 
it.  It  is  an  essential  part  of  welfare  reform  and  child  support  re- 
form. 

We  also  have  a  provision  in  the  bill  that  requires  all  States  to 
make  it  a  crime  to  willfullv  fail  to  pay  child  support.  The  Federal 
Government  wisely  adopted  those  criminal  provisions  for  those  who 
cross  interstate  lines  to  avoid  child  support.  States  should  be  held 
to  the  same  standard  and  use  criminal  penalties  for  those  who  do 
not  choose  to  pay.  We  require  States  to  withhold  drivers  and  occu- 
pational licenses  from  the  deadbeat  parents. 

And  in  this  regard  the  State  of  Maine  has  a  very — shows  very 
promising  results  and  other  States  have,  but  Maine  seems  to  be 
ahead  of  all  of  us  and  it  is  used  as  a  model  for  our  legislation. 

Our  bill  increases  the  use  of  credit  reporting  and  garnishment 
and  requires  uniform  national  subpoenas  to  simplify  the  burden- 
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some  paperwork  requirements.  There  has  always^this  has  always 
been  a  great  goal  of  the  reform,  but  only  recently  has  it  been  im- 
perfectly implemented.  I  think  this  is  not  controversial,  but  it  is  a 
recognition  that  we  have  been  inadequate  in  our  enforcement  of 
those  goals. 

I  think  that  the  State  of  New  Jersey  has  a  Federal  locator — I  am 
sorry.  We  need  a  Federal  locator  network  and  in  States  like  New 
Jersey  we  are  already  using  such  databases  for  automobile  reg- 
istration and  to  take  aggressive  action  against  auto  scofflaws.  I 
think  if  we  can  find  the  resources  to  do  that,  we  can  surely  find 
the  resources  nationwide  to  do  it  with  respect  to  children. 

The  rest  of  the  data,  I  think,  is  very  self-explanatory  but,  Mr. 
Chairman,  from  your  experience  and  mine  I  think  you  have  to  un- 
derstand that  we  are  putting  into  motion  here  all  of  the  standards 
and  understandings  that  we  have  gained  over  the  past  several 
years  and  filling  in  the  blanks,  so  to  speak,  and  streamlining  a  sys- 
tem so  that  we  can  truly  create  that  interstate  network.  The  key 
component  of  this  is  the  direct  service  which  we  require  between 
the  States  so  that  one  State  can  go  to  an  employer  in  another  State 
and  not  have  interminable  bureaucracy  interceding  in  between  and 
inhibiting  the  activity. 

Mr.  Chairman,  with  respect  to  your  question,  and  I  am  not  sure 
I  have  the  total  answer  to  your  question,  but  I  think  one  of  the 
questions  you  posed  to  Ms.  Snowe,  one  of  the  reasons  that  I  think 
the  commission  avoided  that  kind  of  Federal  overlay  that  I  think 
is  a  logical  question  for  us  to  ask,  is  because  I  believe  that — and 
we  will  have  to  go  over  the  notes  and  the  minutes  of  the  commis- 
sion, but  I  believe  that  would  have  required  too  much  of  an  over- 
ride of  State  law  to  implement  it  fully  and  we  have  tried  to  require 
the  interstate  cooperation  without  getting  into  or  interfering  with 
State  laws  regarding  divorced  child  custody  visitation  and  that  has 
always  been  a  problem  that  we  have  tried  to  work  out  over  the 
years  and  find  that  balance,  so  I  think  that  may  be  the  reason  why 
we  would  find  at  this  point  in  time  that  would  be  unfeasible. 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  let  me  ask  you,  since  you  bring  that  sub- 
ject matter  up,  in  all  of  the  things  that  we  are  talking  about  in  the 
testimony  today,  what  about  visitation  rights?  Should  any  of  this 
be  tied  into  visitation  rights? 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  Mr.  Ford,  it  is  something  that  all  of  us  have  wor- 
ried about  and  fought  over  and  delved  into  over  time  and  I  know 
the  commission  did  as  well.  We  have  taken  the  position  that  the 
question  of  visitation  rights  is  and  should  remain  subject  to  State 
laws  regarding  divorce  and  the  disposition  of  divorce  and  the  dis- 
position of  assets  as  well  as  the  support  levels  for  the  children  and 
so  we  have  tried  to  avoid  overriding  State  law  with  respect  to  di- 
vorce and  the  visitation  rights  part  of  that. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  think  it  would  be  good  for  this  subcommittee 
and  the  full  committee  to  really  sort  this  out  and  the  Women's 
Caucus  should  give  us  some  help  and  suggestions  here.  We  hear 
about  this  all  the  time  and  I  think  we  want  to  do  what  is  right  and 
do  all  of  the  things  that  are  necessary  to  get  these  deadbeat  dads 
or  whomever  is  missing  these  child  support  payments. 

Mrs.  RouKEMA.  It  is  not  an  easy  issue.  In  10  years  I  have  been 
working  with  it  and  the  way  the  commission — as  I  noted,  there  are 
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a  lot  of  judges  and  lawyers  as  well  as  child  advocates  on  the  com- 
mission. And  I  think  ultimately  in  the  end,  although  it  is  an  imper- 
fect decision,  an  imperfect  conclusion,  the  conclusion  has  been  over 
the  10  years  that  we  had  best  not  override  State  laws  with  respect 
to  the  disposition  of  divorce  cases. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  think  it  is  something  we  really  should  have 
a  clear  policy  on  and  not  leave  it  to  all  of  the  jurisdictions  to  inter- 
pret what  the  intent  is  when  we  require  all  of  these  other  things 
and  make  sure  that  the  child  support  payments  are  paid.  It  is  bil- 
lions and  billions  of  dollars  here.  It  is  a  State  issue  and  I  think  vis- 
itation rights  might  be  a  part  of  that. 

Mrs.  RoUKEMA.  The  basis  of  this — the  commission  report  and  the 
basis  of  this  legislation  is  that  we  are  not  making  any  judgments 
about  the  divorce  orders  or  the  support,  legal  support  orders  in  the 
case.  We  are  simply  saying  that  they  must,  must  be  enforced.  If 
there  is  a  question  regarding  the  legal  support  orders,  then  the  in- 
dividual mother  or  father  must  go  back  into  the  State  court  to  chal- 
lenge. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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Statement  of 

the  honorable  marge  rodkema 

The  Child  Support  Responsibility  act 

Testimony  before  the 

Nays  and  Keans  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources 

JULY  27,  1994 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  this  opportunity  to  speak  about  one  of  the 
most  critical  issues  of  welfare  reform,  that  is,  child  support 
enforcement.   I  am  pleased  that  your  Subcommittee  has  begun  expeditious 
hearings  on  proposals  to  reform  our  welfare  and  child  support  systems. 

Make  no  mistake  about  it:   effective  child  support  enforcement  is  welfare 
prevention.   And  a  tough,  comprehensive  child  support  enforcement  title 
is  a  central  and  critical  element  to  any  effective  welfare  reform 
proposal.   Non-support  of  children  by  their  parents  is  one  of  the  primary 
reasons  families  end  up  on  the  welfare  rolls  in  the  first  place. 

Children  who  are  deprived  of  the  support  to  which  they  are  entitled  face 
a  lifetime  of  economic,  social  and  emotional  deprivation.   It  is  a 

national  disgrace  that  our  child  support  enforcement  system  continues  to 
allow  so  many  parents  who  can  afford  to  pay  for  their  children's  support 
to  shirk  these  obligations. 

Finally,  we  must  be  clear.   Failure  to  pay  court-ordered  child  support 
not  a  "victimless  crime".   The  children  going  without  these  payments  are 
the  first  victims.   But  ultimately,  the  American  teixpayers  are  the 
victim,  when  they  pick  up  the  welfare  tab  for  the  deadbeat  dads  and 
deadbeat  moms  who  do  not  meet  their  financial  obligations. 

Indeed,  the  Caucus  on  Womens  Issues  has  recognized  this  consensus,  and 
this  broad,  bipartisan  supports   We  have  asked  that  child  support  reform 
be  moved  NOW,  this  session.   We  needn't  wait  for  the  complicated  and 
fractious  debate  over  welfare  reform.   We  can  address  the  glaring  holes 
in  our  child  support  system  today.   Child  support  reform  should  not  be 
"held  hostage"  to  the  larger  welfare  reform  debate. 

Moreover,  both  Republlcim  and  Democratic  leaderships  have  given  their 
support  to  our  effort  to  bring  a  child  support  bill  before  the  House  this 
year.   I  am  convinced  that  with  some  hard  work,  we  can  pass  a 
comprehensive  child  support  reform  bill  in  this  session.   We  can  go  home 
to  our  constituents  and  report  to  the  voters  that  gridlock  has  been 
broken  with  passage  of  a  con^rehensive  child  support  reform  bill. 

As  the  Subcommittee  may  be  aware,  H.R.  4570,  the  Child  Support 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994  represents  a  comprehensive  reform  of  our  child 
support  enforcement  system.   It  is  based  largely  on  legislation  I  have 
previously  introduced,  H.R.  1600,  which  in  turn  was  drawn  from  the 
recommendations  of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Interstate  Child  Support 
Enforcement.   I  served  as  a  Member  of  this  Commission,  as  did  the 
gentlelady  from  Connecticut,  Mrs.  Kennelly,  and  Senator  Bill  Bradley  of 
New  Jersey. 

The  report  of  the  Commission  made  clear  that  we  must  ensure  that  all 
states  come  up  to  the  "HIGHEST"  common  denominator.   In  that  light,  our 
legislation  is  a  comprehensive  set  of  reforms  to  our  state-based  child 
support  system.   Among  the  most  important  and  effective  "get  tough" 
reforms  contained  within  H.R.  4570: 

*  We  require  new  Initiatives  to  memdate  con^rehensive  hospital -based 
paternity  establishment  programs.   The  alarming  rise  in  single-parent 
families  should  give  every  one  of  us  reason  to  act  now.   The  most  recent 
studies  demonstrate  the  shocking  rise  in  out-of-wedlock  births,  most 
prevalent  in  low- income  populations,  and  across  all  ethnic  groups. 
Without  fail,  every  report  we  have  seen  on  this  subject  documents  the 
social  and  economic  consequences  to  children  raised  without  the  support 
of  both  parents.   It  is  well -documented  and  well-known. 

This  fact  alone  makes  clear  that  the  most  crucial  element  for  the 
establishment  and  collection  of  court-ordered  child  support  must  be 
paternity  establishment. 
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The  U.S.  Commission  in  its  report  indicated  that  the  one  time  when  we  are 
most  able  to  obtain  fathers'  acknowledgment  o£  paternity  Is  at  birth.  In 
the  hospital.   The  Commission  estimated  that  more  than  80%  of  non- 
married  parents  are  in  contact  with  one  another  at  the  time  of  the 
child's  birth.   States  that  have  emphasized  outreach  at  hospitals  and 
birthing  centers  have  been  particularly  successful  in  increasing 
parentage  determinations. 

The  comprehensive  hospital -based  paternity  establishment  programs  in  our 
bill  build  on  that  premise,  and  require  all  hospitals  to  have  clear, 
simple  and  uniform  procedures  for  parents  to  ac)uiowledge  paternity  at 
birth.   Moreover,  we  shift  the  burden  of  proof  so  that  parents  who  have 
acknowledged  paternity  at  birth  cannot  turn  around  when  a  support  order 
comes  and  say  "prove  it". 

*  Another  key  provision  of  our  bill  requires  all  States  to  make  it  a 
crime  to  willfully  fail  to  pay  child  support,  and  provide  criminal 
penalties  for  the  ' deadbeats ' .   The  federal  government  has  wisely  adopted 
federal  criminal  penalties  for  those  who  cross  Interstate  lines  to  avoid 
child  support.   States  should  be  held  to  the  same  standard,  and  use 
criminal  penalties  for  those  who  choose  not  to  pay. 

*  Our  bill  addresses  some  of  the  important  "gaps"  in  our  present  system: 
we  require  States  to  withhold  drivers'  and  occupational  licenses  from 
"deadbeat  parents".   This  has  already  shown  very  promising  results  in 
those  states  which  have  adopted  it.   For  example,  the  State  of  Maine 
reports  that  in  the  first  year  of  its  progrcun,  more  than  $11  million  in 
back  child  support  has  been  collected  under  these  sanctions.   Again,  by 
applying  such  proven  methods  on  a  federal  level,  we  ensure  that  all 
States  rise  to  the  level  of  the  best,  rather  than  sink  to  the  worst. 

*  Our  bill  increases  increase  the  use  of  credit  reporting  and 
garnishment;  and  requires  uniform,  national  subpoenas  to  simplify 
burdensome  paperwork  requirements .   We  Improve  and  expand  the  national 
reporting  of  all  support  orders,  and  the  computer  data  base  of 
outstanding  child  support  obligations. 

The  importance  of  this  federal  locator  network  cannot  be  understated.   In 
fact,  my  own  State  of  New  Jersey,  is  using  its  computerized  database  of 
automobile  registration  to  take  aggressive  action  against  auto  scoff laws, 
intercepting  tax  refunds  and  garnishing  paychecks. 

Frankly,  If  we  can  find  the  resources  and  find  a  way  to  crack  down  on 
automobile  fines,  I  would  hope  we  would  find  the  same  resources  to  help 
parents  get  their  court-ordered  child  support  I   In  the  past  we  have  been 
told  that  problems  in  child  support  collection  are  a  function  of 
overwhelming  caseloads  and  limited  resources.   Well,  if  we  can  find  a  way 
to  put  a  lien  on  someone's  house  for  a  parking  ticket,  we  ought  to  be 
able  to  use  the  same  sanctions  when  they  fail  to  pay  child  support. 

Improving  the  federal  data  network  on  child  support  arrearages  gives  us 
the  tool  to  put  these  tax  intercepts,  rebate  refunds,  and  property  liens 
to  their  fullest  use! 

*  In  addition,  H.R.  4570  changes  the  law  to  definitively  allow  States  to 
serve  child  support  orders  on  out-of-state  employers.   This  was  clearly 
the  intent  of  Congress  when  we  adopted  mandatory  wage  withholding  for  new 
child  support  orders.   Unfortunately,  the  various  levels  of  state 
bureacracy  still  make  wage  withholding  unnecessarily  complex  and 
cumbersome.   Our  bill  streeunlines  this  process,  and  removes  levels  of 
bureaucracy  from  the  child  support  collection  process.   We  allow  wage 
withholding  to  work  simply  and  effectively. 

As  the  U.S.  Commission  noted,  this  "direct  service"  is  one  of  the  most 
successful  methods  of  child  support  enforcement  available,  with  success 
rates  of  80%  and  more  when  used. 

*  Our  bill  increases  increase  the  use  of  credit  reporting  and 
garnishment;  and  requires  uniform,  national  subpoenas  to  simplify 
burdensome  paperwork  requirements.   We  improve  and  expand  the  national 
reporting  of  all  support  orders,  and  the  computer  data  base  of 
outstanding  child  support  obligations. 
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*  Finally,  our  bill  adopts  a  pioneering  reform  that  addresses  the  role  of 
the  federal  government  as  an  employer.   Our  bill  will  prohibit  the 
federal  government  from  en^loylng,  paying  benefits,  or  making  loans  to 
"deadbeat"  parents  I 

Under  our  bill,  we  will  positively  prohibit  the  federal  government  from 
"aiding  and  abetting"  deadbeat  parents  who  have  failed  to  make  court - 
ordered  payments.   We  require  the  federal  government  to  refrain  from 
providing  assistance  to  a  "deadbeat  dad  or  mom"  who  owes  more  than  $1,000 
in  back  child  support,  and  is  making  no  court -arranged  effort  to  repay 
the  arrearage. 

That  we  would  refuse  to  subsidize  the  behavior  of  deadbeats  would  seem 
simple  logic.   Unfortunately,  under  current  law,  no  such  arrangement 
exists.   Without  such  a  safeguard,  the  government  can  and  will  continue 
to  provide  financial  assistance  and  loans  to  a  parent,  without 
corresponding  responsibility  for  court-ordered  payment.   So  "the  left 
hand"  of  government  can  be  paying  teucpayer  dollars  in  welfare  to  a  single 
parent  trying  to  raise  children  without  court-ordered  child  support, 
while  the  "right  hcuid"  is  providing  deadbeats  with  a  college  loan  or  a 
government -backed  mortgage  1   This  may  be  the  most  classic  example  of 
"waste,  fraud,  and  abuse"  we  find  in  the  welfare  debate,  and  we  must  end 
it  here  and  now. 

In  fact,  these  provisions  were  the  subject  of  a  hearing  earlier  this 
month  in  the  Post  Office  and  Civil  Service  Subcommittee  on  Compensation 
and  Benefits,  and  I  am  pleased  to  report  that  both  the  Chairwoman, 
Delegate  Norton,  and  Ranking  Minority  Member  Morella  were  favorably 
disposed  toward  them. 

*  One  final  point:   as  of  January  1,  1994,  all  new  child  support  orders 
are  being  delivered  through  employer- based  wage  withholding.   Our 
legislation  calls  for  creation'of  a  national  child  support  "withholding 
form"  for  new  hires,  and  improves  the  computerized  federal  dataibase  for 
tracking  child  support  orders.   In  short,  our  system  makes  employers  a 
pivotal  part  of  the  child  support  collection  process  --  it  is  only  right 
that  the  federal  government,  in  its  role  as  employer  to  millions,  meet 
its  responsibilities  in  this  important  area. 

I  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  providing  this  opportunity  to  discuss  the 
nature  of  our  child  support  problem,  and  the  solutions  contained  in  our 
bill.   I  would  urge  the  Subcommittee  to  act  favorably  on  this 
legislation,  and  allow  us  to  bring  a  much-needed  reform  bill  before  the 
103rd  Congress. 
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Chairman  Ford.  OK. 
Ms.  Slaughter. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LOUISE  M.  SLAUGHTER,  A  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Ms.  Siv^UGHTER.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  Mr.  Reynolds,  and 
in  the  interests  of  time  I  am  just  going  to  sort  of  graze  through  my 
testimony. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  full  text  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  I  appreciate  that.  We  are  happy  to  be  here  be- 
cause I  think  all  of  us  have  agreed  that  we  have  got  to  break  the 
welfare  cycle  of  dependency.  I  know  that  is  a  priority  because  too 
many  Americans  have  accepted  welfare  as  a  permanent  way  of  life 
instead  of  as  a  last  resort,  and  while  we  certainly  need  to  help 
adults  to  move  off  of  that  system  and  to  live  lives  of  self-sufficiency, 
it  is  children  that  we  really  need  to  worry  about  who  are  innocently 
trapped  in  the  cycle. 

And  every  year,  you  know,  upward  of  $34  billion  goes  unpaid  and 
that  is  such  a  staggering  amount  that  it  is  hard  to  contemplate 
that  that  many  children  have  been  denied  what  is  rightfully  theirs. 

One  interesting  thing  is  that  it  is  not  solely  due  to  teenage  fa- 
thers who  have  no  job  and  no  responsibility.  We  have  found  that 
in  most  cases  of  teenage  pregnancy,  the  man  involved  is  20  years 
old  or  over.  We  think  it  is  hightime  that  they  stood  up  to  what 
their  responsibility  is.  They  are  much  more  likely  to  have  steady 
incomes  and  at  least  should  certainly  be  responsible  for  a  measure 
of  child  support. 

One  of  the  things  that  I  wanted  to  talk  about  today  is  the  meas- 
ure that  we  put  in  the  act  which  really  is  a  problem  in  the  Bank- 
ruptcy Code.  And  we  want  to  amend  that  because  we  believe  there 
is  an  important  correlation  between  child  support  bankruptcy  and 
welfare  reform. 

One  problem  in  the  current  Bankruptcy  Code  concerns  the  child 
support  payments  which  are  given  no  priority  at  all  when  a  debt- 
or's assets  are  distributed.  It  is  incomprehensible  that  under  the 
current  bankruptcy  law  the  creditors  and  lawyers  can  collect  their 
fees  while  dependent  spouses  and  children  have  to  wait  and  may 
never  be  included. 

The  Child  Support  Responsibility  Act  would  elevate  child  support 
from  its  current  status  as  a  general  unsecured  debt  to  a  formally 
prioritized  debt.  This  important  change  will  help  ensure  the  custo- 
dial parent  will  not  have  to  wait  years  to  receive  payment  due. 

The  legislation  would  also  close  a  loophole  in  divorce  and  bank- 
ruptcy proceedings  which  can  be  devastating  for  single-parent  fami- 
lies. During  a  divorce  agreement,  it  is  not  uncommon  for  the  custo- 
dial parent  to  accept  a  Tower  level  of  child  support  in  exchange  for 
the  noncustodial  parent  to  assume  the  couple's  marital  debts.  If  the 
noncustodial  parent  declares  bankruptcy,  however,  the  marital 
debts  then  fall  back  to  the  single  parent.  Think  of  what  the  custo- 
dial parent  then  faces:  Little  or  no  child  support  payments,  the 
heavy  responsibility  of  all  the  marital  debts,  and  the  expenses  that 
come  with  rearing  children  alone. 

My  provision  would  obligate  the  noncustodial  spouse  who  agreed 
to  pay  the  debts  to  continue  the  responsibility  for  these  debts.  It 
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is  outrageous  that  wives  and  dependent  children  would  be  forced 
to  answer  to  creditors  for  debts  that  the  husband  agreed  to  pay  in 
return  for  lower  child  support  payments. 

This  relatively  small  but  vital  change  in  the  Bankruptcy  Code 
would  prevent  this  situation  and  ensure  equitable  treatment  of  all 
parties  in  the  event  of  bankruptcy.  I  have  heard  heartbreaking  sto- 
ries from  single  parents  who  want  nothing  less  than  what  their 
children  are  entitled  to,  but  find  themselves  overwhelmed  with 
marital  debts,  and  are  forced  to  fight  for  their  rightful  level  of  child 
support  over  and  over  again. 

With  no  other  recourse,  these  families  often  have  no  choice  but 
to  turn  to  welfare  to  provide  the  child  support  that  the  absent  par- 
ent ought  to  be  responsible  for.  Mr.  Chairman,  we  know  that  92 
percent  of  those  families  who  receive  AFDC  benefits  have  no  father 
living  at  home,  that  billions  of  dollars  in  child  support  go  unpaid 
annually.  The  correlation  is  clear.  By  strengthening  the  current 
bankruptcy  law,  enforcing  the  tougher  measures  for  child  support 
collection,  and  adopting  the  Child  Support  Responsibility  Act,  we 
can  take  a  first  step  together  to  reform  the  Nation's  welfare  sys- 
tem. 

I  join  you  in  believing  that  we  need  to  get  this  bill  done  before 
the  end  of  this  session  and  I  think  that  this  is  a  vital  part  and  we 
look  forward  to  working  with  you  to  proceed  to  a  successful  conclu- 
sion. Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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Written  Testimony  of  Congresswoauui  Louise  M.  Slaughter 

Submitted  to  the  Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 

Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources 

July  27.  1994 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  for  giving  the  members  of  the 
Congressional  Caucus  on  Women's  Issues  the  opportunity  to  testify 
on  a  vital  element  of  our  welfare  reform  efforts,  namely  child 
support  enforcement. 

As  you  well  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  Congress  and  President 
Clinton  have  agreed  that  breaking  the  welfare  cycle  for  families 
and  individuals  is  a  priority.   For  far  too  many  Americans,  the 
welfare  "safety  net"  has  become  a  permanent  way  of  life  instead 
of  a  last  resort.   While  we  certainly  must  help  adults  move  from 
dependence  on  the  federal  government  to  lives  of  self- 
sufficiency,  we  cannot  forget  the  children  who  are  innocently 
trapped  in  the  welfare  cycle.   Any  serious  effort  at  welfare 
reform  which  we  undertake  simply  must  correct  the  flaws  in  our 
nation's  child  support  system. 

Each  year,  upwards  of  $34  billion  in  child  support  goes 
unpaid.   This  is  not  solely  due  to  teenage  fathers  being  unable 
to  pay  support  --  studies  have  shown  that  the  majority  of  men 
involved  with  teenage  pregnancy  are  actually  over  the  age  of  20. 
Being  older,  they  are  more  likely  to  have  steady  incomes,  enough 
to  provide  at  least  some  measure  of  child  support.   The  reason 
billions  of  dollars  go  unpaid  is  that  we  currently  lack  a  nation- 
wide system  to  crack  down  on  delinquent  parents  who  refuse  to 
pay.   Clearly,  our  eventual  framework  for  welfare  reform  must 
include  tough  measures  to  ensure  the  payment  of  child  support . 

I  am  proud  to  testify  today  with  my  fellow  members  of  the 
Caucus  for  Women's  Issues  as  an  original  cosponsor  of  H.R.  4570, 
the  Child  Support  Responsibility  Act.   This  vital,  comprehensive 
legislation  combines  child  support  initiatives  that  many  of  our 
colleagues  have  previously  introduced,  along  with  recommendations 
of  the  U.S.  Commission  on  Interstate  Child  Support.   The  Child 
Support  Responsibility  Act  features  several  innovative  approaches 
to  force  deadbeat  parents  to  pay  the  support  they  owe.   Some 
examples  include  a  nation-wide  Parent  Locator  computer  network 
capable  of  tracing  support  obligations  across  state  lines; 
expanded  Credit  Bureau  reporting  of  delinquent  support  payments; 
and  restrictions  on  professional,  occupational  and  driver's 
licenses  for  parents  who  fail  to  pay  support  or  appear  in  child 
support  proceedings. 

In  addition,  the  Child  Support  Responsibility  Act  includes 
the  text  of  my  own  bill,  H.R.  4711,  the  Spousal  Equity  in 
Bankruptcy  Amendments,  which  draws  an  important  correlation 
between  child  support,  bankruptcy  and  welfare  reform. 

One  problem  in  the  current  Bankruptcy  Code  concerns  child 
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support  payments,  which  are  given  no  priority  when  a  debtor's 
assets  are  distributed.   It  is  incomprehensible  that  under 
current  bankruptcy  law,  creditors  and  lawyers  can  collect  their 
fees  while  dependent  spouses  and  children  have  to  wait,  and  may 
not  ever  be  included.   The  Child  Support  Responsibility  Act  would 
elevate  child  support  from  its  current  status  as  a  general, 
unsecured  debt  to  a  formally  prioritized  debt.   This  important 
change  will  help  ensure  that  a  custodial  parent  will  not  have  to 
wait  years  to  receive  payment  due. 

The  legislation  would  also  close  a  loophole  in  divorce  and 
bankruptcy  proceedings  which  can  be  devastating  for  single - 
parent  families.   During  a  divorce  agreement,  it  is  not  uncommon 
for  the  custodial  parent  to  accept  a  lower  level  of  child  support 
in  exchange  for  the  other  parent  assuming  the  couple's  marital 
debts.   If  the  non- custodial  parent  declares  bankruptcy,  however, 
the  marital  debts  then  fall  to  the  single  parent.   Think  of  what 
the  custodial  parent  then  faces:  little  or  no  child  support 
payments,  the  heavy  responsibilities  of  all  the  marital  debts, 
and  the  expenses  that  come  with  rearing  children  alone. 

My  provision  of  the  Child  Support  Responsibility  Act  would 
obligate  the  non- custodial  spouse,  who  agreed  to  pay  the  couple's 
marital  debts,  to  continue  responsibility  for  these  debts.   I 
think  it  is  outrageous  that  wives  and  dependent  children  would  be 
forced  to  answer  to  creditors  for  debts  the  husband  agreed  to  pay 
in  return  for  lower  child  support  payments.   This  relatively 
small  --  but  vital  --  change  in  the  Bankruptcy  Code  would  prevent 
this  situation,  and  ensure  a  more  equitable  treatment  of  all 
parties  in  the  event  of  bankruptcy. 

I  have  heard  heartbreaking  stories  from  single  parents  who 
want  nothing  but  the  best  for  their  children  but  find  themselves 
overwhelmed  with  marital  debts  and  forced  to  fight  for  their 
rightful  level  of  child  support.   With  no  other  recourse,  these 
families  have  no  choice  but  to  turn  to  welfare  to  provide  the 
child  support  the  absent  parent  ought  to  be  providing. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  know  that  92%  of  those  families  who  receive 
Aid  for  Families  with  Dependent  Children  benefits  have  no  father 
living  in  the  home,  and  that  billions  of  dollars  in  child  support 
goes  unpaid  annually.   The  correlation  is  clear.   By 
strengthening  current  bankruptcy  law,  enforcing  tougher  measures 
for  child  support  collection,  and  adopting  the  Child  Support 
Responsibility  Act,  we  can  take  a  first  step  together  in 
reforming  our  nation's  welfare  system. 

I  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  here  today,  emd  I 
know  we  all  look  forward  to  working  with  you  in  the  weeks  to 
come. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Ms.  Slaughter. 
Mrs.  Lowey. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  NITA  M.  LOWEY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mrs.  Lowey.  Thank  you  very  much,  and  I  join  my  colleagues  in 
thanking  you  and,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Reynolds,  for  giving  us 
the  opportunity  to  testify  before  you  today  and  we  are  here  because 
welfare  is  primarily  about  women,  families  and  children.  And  if  we 
leave  nothing  else  with  you  today,  we  want  to  leave  you  with  our 
deep  concern  that  welfare  is  about  that  human  face  and  it  is  about 
real  children  and  real  people  and  three  out  of  four  times  that  face 
belongs  to  a  child. 

We  feel  very  strongly  that  we  can't  shrink  from  overhauling  the 
welfare  system.  We  have  to  do  it  right.  And  what  we  want  to  do 
is  transform  welfare  into  a  temporary,  transitional  system  that  ac- 
tually helps  people  find  jobs,  where  people  go  at  the  very  beginning 
and  they  get  an  assessment  and  they  just  don't  get  signed  up  for 
welfare,  but  they  are  really  there  to  help  them. 

And  we  feel  very  strongly  that  we  have  to  act  with  care  because 
if  we  do  it  in  a  half-baked  way  and  we  tamper  with  a  system  that 
we  know  is  not  working  for  anyone — it  is  not  working  for  the  peo- 
ple who  are  getting  it,  it  is  not  working  for  the  taxpayer  who  is 
paying  for  it — but  if  we  do  it  in  a  half-baked  way,  we  are  very  con- 
cerned that  we  can  do  more  damage.  And  this  is  why  we  are  here 
with  our  proposals  to  present  to  you. 

I  also  urge  if  we  are  going  to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it,  I  urge 
you  to  look  at  the  successful  examples  in  the  States  and  build  on 
these  approaches.  A  number  of  States,  including  my  own  in  New 
York,  have  developed  promising  strategies  for  making  work  pro- 
motion and  making  it  work  well.  That  is  the  organizing  principle 
of  welfare  reform  in  New  York  and  other  States. 

And  again,  I  urge  you  to  look  at  the  successful  examples  in  the 
States,  because  if  we  build  on  those  we  can  really  do  it  right.  The 
New  York  child  assistance  program,  the  CAP,  the  new  jobs  first 
initiative,  California's  GAIN  program  are  working.  These  are  seri- 
ous attempts  to  overhaul  welfare  reform  and  they  give  us  impor- 
tant lessons  about  the  possibilities  and  opportunities  to  do  it  right. 

Earlier  this  year,  1  did  introduce  legislation,  as  did  many  of  us, 
which  draws  on  some  of  the  most  successful  State  approaches  to  re- 
form and  I  do  want  to  discuss  just  a  few  of  them  with  us  today. 
Number  one,  it  offers  the  States  a  strong  incentive  to  integrate 
their  cash  assistance  and  job  training  and  placement  programs  in 
order  to  enable  them  to  promote  work  from  the  outset  of  an  indi- 
vidual's time  on  welfare. 

States  would  be  required  to  develop  a  strategy  for  integrating 
their  welfare  and  job  training  and  placement  systems  as  is  being 
done  under  New  York  State's  successful  Gateway  2,000  and  jobs 
first  programs. 

It  would  strengthen  our  ability  to  crack  down  on  deadbeat  dads 
by  creating  a  national  clearinghouse  for  child  support  orders  and 
mandatory  W-4  forms.  This  will  enable  States  to  go  after  the  dead- 
beat  dads  and  withhold  their  wages. 
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We  know  that  the  Federal  Government  has  been  trying  to  reform 
welfare  and  turn  it  into  a  work  promotion  system  for  the  last  20 
years.  So  in  order  not  to  fall  into  the  same  traps  again  and  to  make 
matters  work,  we  really  have  to  look  at  what  the  States  are  doing, 
which  is  what  we  have  tried  to  do  in  this  bill,  to  build  on  the  suc- 
cesses in  the  States.  Otherwise  we  will  be  back  in  5  or  10  years 
trying  to  correct  the  mess  that  we  have  made. 

So  what  I  am  trying  to  do  in  this  legislation  is  to  put  forth  a  se- 
ries of  reforms  designed  to  help  our  States  continue  to  do  the  good 
work  they  are  doing  and  to  build  on  those  successes  to  really  re- 
lieve the  demoralizing  cycle  of  welfare  dependency,  help  these 
women  get  the  help  they  need  so  they  can  move  off  of  welfare  and 
get  a  job  that  makes  sense. 

I  will  submit  the  rest  of  my  statement  in  the  record,  but  just  a 
few  words  on  the  decoupling  issue.  I  feel  very  strongly  that  we  can 
move  a  comprehensive  welfare  reform  bill  before  Congress  adjourns 
this  fall.  It  seems  to  me  there  is  a  lot  of  consensus,  more  consensus 
than  there  is  disagreement,  but  if  it  is  not  possible,  there  is  a 
whole  lot  of  consensus  on  the  child  support  enforcement  provisions, 
and  if  we  can't  move  the  whole  bill  to  reform  welfare  as  we  know 
it,  if  we  do  focus  on  the  child  support  issues,  I  think  we  can  make 
a  difference  certainly  in  the  Congress  and  the  country. 

They  may  be  divided  on  some  issues  in  welfare  reform,  but  re- 
forming the  child  support  areas  is  certainly  not  one  of  them  and 
my  colleagues  in  the  Women's  Caucus  and  I  do  offer  a  package  that 
combines  elements  of  a  number  of  pending  child  support  enforce- 
ment bills  and  we  would  be  most  appreciative  if  you  would  consider 
them. 

The  three  that  I  think  are  probably  the  most  important  is  the 
National  Child  Support  Registry;  the  national  employee  reporting 
of  child  support  obligations,  eliminating  barriers  to  interstate  child 
support  efforts;  and  approving  the  paternity  establishment  proce- 
dures. 

I  would  like  to  submit  the  balance  of  my  statement  in  the  record. 
I  would  like  to  thank  vou  again  for  holding  this  hearing  and  then 
urge  you  again  in  conclusion  to  pass  the  entire  bill,  but  if  not,  focus 
at  least  on  these  child  support  provisions.  Thank  you  very  much  for 
your  attention. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  ON  WELFARE  REFORM 

HEARING  OF  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

JULY  27,  1994 

I  want  to  thank  the  Chairman  and  the  members  of  the  Subcommittee 
for  allowing  my  colleagues  and  me  this  opportunity  to  appear 
before  you  to  present  our  views  on  welfare  reform.   We  are  here 
because  welfare  reform  is,  first  and  foremost,  about  women  and 
children  and  families.   If  we  leave  you  with  one  message  today  it 
should  be  this:   that  welfare  has  a  human  face,  and  that  3  out  of 
4  times  that  face  belongs  to  a  child.   We  must  not  lose  sight  of 
the  9  million  "Dependent  Children"  who  rely  on  the  AFDC  program. 

But  we  cannot  afford  to  shrink  from  the  challenge  of 
fundamentally  changing  the  welfare  system.   Welfare  is  failing 
our  children  and  families  and  contributing  to  the  breakdown  of 
our  communities.   Today,  the  welfare  system  fosters  unemployment 
and  broken  homes,  long-term  dependency  and  multi-generational 
poverty.   Our  goal  must  be  to  transform  welfare  into  a  temporary, 
transitional  system  that  helps  individuals  find  jobs  and  acquire 
the  skills  necessary  to  succeed. 

Mr.  Chairman,  we  must  act  with  care,  and  we  must  not  promise  more 
than  we  can  deliver.   As  bad  as  the  current  system  is,  a  half- 
baked,  under- financed  effort  at  reform  will  only  make  it  worse 
and  damage  efforts  directed  at  reducing  welfare  dependency. 

If  we  are  to  "end  welfare  as  we  know  it,"  we  need  to  know  what 
we're  doing.   I  urge  members  of  this  Subcommittee  to  look  to 
successful  examples  of  welfare  reform  in  the  States  and  build  on 
those  approaches.   A  number  of  States,  including  my  own  State  of 
New  York,  have  developed  promising  strategies  for  making  work 
promotion  the  organizing  principle  of  their  welfare  systems.   I 
refer  to  New  York's  Child  Assistance  Program  (CAP)  and  the  new 
Jobs-First  Initiative  and  to  promising  efforts  to  implement  the 
Job  Opportunities  and  Basic  Skills  (JOBS)  program,  such  as 
California's  GAIN  program. 

These  are  serious  attempts  at  welfare  reform  that  hold  important 
lessons  about  the  possibilities  and  limitations  of  change  in  the 
system.   We  ignore  at  our  peril  the  hard  lessons  of  welfare 
reform,  learned  at  the  State  and  local  level.   As  much  as  I 
support  the  direction  taken  by  the  President's  welfare  reform 
proposal,  we  need  to  look  carefully  at  the  feasibility  of  its 
components  --  especially  in  light  of  our  limited  resources. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  introduced  legislation  which  draws  on  some 
of  the  most  successful  State  approaches  to  reform  and  offers  all 
states  incentives  to  adopt  these  strategies.   H.R.  4126,  "The 
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Work-First  Welfare  Reform  Act  of  1994,"  is  designed  to  provide 
states  with  the  flexibility,  resources,  and  direction  necessary 
to  enable  them  to  reform  the  "front  door"  of  their  welfare 
system,  directing  applicants  toward  self-sufficiency,  not 
dependence . 

H.R.  4126  offers  states  a  strong  incentive  to  integrate  their 
cash  assistance  and  job  training  and  placement  programs  in  order 
to  enable  them  to  promote  work  from  the  outset  of  an  individual ' s 
time  on  welfare.   States  would  be  required  to  develop  a  strategy 
for  integrating  their  welfare  and  job  training  and  placement 
systems  --  as  is  being  done  under  New  York  State's  successful 
Gateway  2000  and  Jobs -First  programs. 

The  bill  would  truly  make  work  pay  for  welfare  recipients  by 
giving  states  the  flexibility  to  eliminate  the  dollar- for-dollar 
penalty  in  AFDC  that  discourages  welfare  recipients  from  working. 
Support  for  child  care  would  also  be  expanded.   The  bill  stresses 
the  reciprocal  obligation  that  public  assistance  implies  by 
requiring  that  all  able-bodied  welfare  recipients  develop  and 
sign  a  detailed  plan  for  attaining  self-sufficiency. 

Finally,  H.R.  4126  would  strengthen  our  ability  to  crack  down  on 
deadbeat  dads  by  creating  a  national  clearinghouse  for  child 
support  orders  and  mandatory  (W-4  form)  employer  reporting.   This 
will  enable  states  to  go  after  deadbeat  dads  and  withhold  their 
wages . 

The  federal  government  has  been  trying  to  turn  welfare  into  a 
work  promotion  system  for  20  years.   We  need  to  base  our  approach 
on  methods  that  have  been  shown  to  work  in  the  real  world. 
Otherwise,  we'll  be  back  in  five  or  ten  years  trying  to  deal  with 
the  unintended  consequences  of  untested  welfare  reforms. 

My  goal  in  introducing  this  legislation  is  to  put  forth  a  series 
of  reforms  designed  to  help  our  states  and  communities  end  the 
demoralizing  cycle  of  welfare  dependency.   I  am  hopeful  that  H.R. 
4126  will  help  focus  the  debate  on  the  importance  of  providing 
welfare  recipients  the  tools  they  need  to  help  themselves. 

Move  Child  Support  Enforcement  Bill...  At  Least 

Mr.  Chairman,  many  question  whether  we  can  complete  action  on 
comprehensive  welfare  reform  before  Congress  adjourns  this  Fall. 
If  a  comprehensive  bill  is  not  possible,  we  must  not  allow  that 
to  prevent  us  from  addressing  one  of  the  most  fundamental  issues 
in  welfare  reform:   child  support  enforcement. 

Reforming  the  child  support  system  is  a  prerequisite  for  "Ending 
welfare  as  we  know  it."   Most  mothers  depend  on  welfare  because 
they  receive  little  or  no  financial  help  from  the  father  of  their 
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children.   The  overriding  goal  of  welfare  reform  is  to  connect 
welfare  recipients  to  the  world  of  work.   To  do  so,  we  must 
financially   reconnect  absent  fathers  to  their  children. 

Congress  and  the  country  may  be  divided  on  some  issues  in  welfare 
reform,  but  reforming  the  child  support  system  is  not  one  of 
them.   In  the  area  of  child  support,  we  know  what  must  be  done. 
Doing  nothing  to  reform  child  support  enforcement  in  the  time 
remaining  in  this  Congress  would  be  a  serious  mistake. 

My  colleagues  in  the  Women's  Caucus  and  I  offer  a  package  that 
combines  elements  of  a  number  of  pending  child  support 
enforcement  bills,  including  several  introduced  by  Caucus 
members.   That  many  of  these  bills  share  common  elements 
testifies  to  the  degree  of  consensus  on  how  to  reform  the  system. 

I  feel  strongly  that  we  should  move  forward  with  comprehensive 
welfare  reform  this  year,  and  I  urge  this  Committee  to  move 
forward  aggressively.   But  before  this  Congress  adjourns,  we  must 
not  fail  to  enact,  at  least,  the  long -overdue  reforms  to  the 
child  support  system  outlined  in  this  package.   These  include: 

*  Establishing  a  national  child  support  registry,  and 
National  employee  reporting  of  child  support 
obligations, 

*  Eliminating  barriers  to  interstate  child  support  efforts, 
and 

*  Improving  paternity  establishment  procedures. 

^  dramatically  improved  child  support  enforcement  system  must  be 
the  foundation  of  broader  welfare  reform.  This  package  provides 
the  tools  to  do  the  job.   Now  it's  time  to  get  to  work. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  offer  my  views  on 
welfare  reform.   My  colleagues  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  and  the  members  of  this  panel  in  the  coming  months. 
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Chairman  Ford.  You  know,  as  we  wrestle  with  this  issue  of  child 
support  enforcement,  I  think  there  is  a  consensus  on  this  sub- 
committee as  well  as  the  full  committee  and  I  know  that  there  is 
one  in  the  House  and  in  the  Senate  because  of  the  1988  child  sup- 
port enforcement  bill,  but  there  are  several  other  issues  on  which 
I  think  we  should  try  to  get  some  help — illegitimacy  or  out-of- 
wedlock  childbearing. 

We  have  heard  so  much  here  today  and  we  will  be  continuing  to 
wrestle  with  these  issues.  We  have  been  hearing  talk  today  that 
one  out  of  three  children  that  are  bom  are  born  out  of  wedlock. 
There  are  some  who  are  suggesting,  and  we  do  not  have  any  evi- 
dence to  show  this,  that  it  is  increasing  the  welfare  rolls  by  leaps 
and  bounds  and  it  is  creating  problems.  I  mean,  that  is  a  social 
issue  which  we  as  Americans  must  address. 

I  don't  want  to  suggest  today  that  it  is  limited  to  the  welfare  pop- 
ulation at  all  because  I  think  someone  passed  us  the  numbers  that 
said  there  were  1.2  million  children  bom  out  of  wedlock  in  1991. 
I  don't  know  what  the  numbers  are  today. 

Ms.  Slaughter.  I  was  just  going  to  say  that  a  large  number  of 
children  living  below  the  poverty  line  would  not  be  there  if  the 
noncustodial  parent  paid  the  required  child  support,  but  one  of  the 
things  that  struck  me,  and  I  don't  think  I  will  ever  get  over,  is  the 
finding  of  19  babies  in  2  rooms  in  Chicago  who  were  the  children 
of  4  mothers  in  their  twenties  and  that  they  received  something 
like  $5,000  a  month  in  welfare  pa3rments  and  what  kind  of  chance 
do  those  children  have.  I  think  we  have  a  grave  responsibility  to 
them  to  wonder  what  kind  of  life  they  are  going  to  have. 

Mrs.  LOWEY.  Just  a 

Chairman  FoRD.  If  we  can't  respond  today,  as  we  move  ahead  we 
are  going  to  be  seeking  some  help  here.  What  happens  when  that 
15-year-old  child  unfortunately  makes  that  mistake  to  give  birth  to 
a  child  and  oftentimes  comes  out  of  school?  I  am  hearing  from  bills 
that  have  been  introduced  that  we  are  considering  now  to  cut  the 
child  off.  Don't  give  them  a  check.  We  don't  want  to  give  an  incen- 
tive to  children  to  have  children.  Deadbeat  dads  and  others  have 
suggested  we  don't  know  who  the  fathers  of  these  children  are.  But 
what  do  we  do  with  the  child?  What  happens?  Do  we  say  no  to  the 
child  who  is  innocent  and  had  really  nothing  to  do  with  coming  into 
this  world?  What  do  we  do  with  the  child? 

Ms.  Slaughter.  Well,  it  is  our  obligation  to  make  sure  that  that 
child  has  an  opportunity  to  be  educated,  to  grow,  that  is  our  future. 
And  we  are  either  going  to  have  hundreds  of  thousands  of  children 
growing  up  unhealthy  and  untrained,  or  we  are  going  to  almost 
have  to  fight  hand-to-hand  combat  for  them  to  make  sure  that  they 
get  what  they  need  so  they  can  be  productive  citizens. 

Mrs.  LowEY.  Well,  what  I  was  going  to  say  before,  just  on  the 
three  items  that  most  of  us  agree  on  when  we  talk  about  improving 
paternity  establishment  procedures,  most  of  these  babies  are  not 
born  out  of  immaculate  conception.  There  are  usually  two  people 
that  are  involved  in  creating  a  child.  And  I  think  we  have  to  more 
aggressively  go  after  the  fathers  and  have  them  take  responsibility 
for  these  children. 

Of  course,  most  of  the  bills  also  focus  on  teenage  pregnancy  pre- 
vention programs   and  helping  youngsters  understand — a  lot  of 
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these  babies  are  born  to  children — that  there  are  other  ways  to  hve 
their  Hfe  and  they  can  have  opportunity  and  a  future  without  just 
babies  having  babies.  So  I  think  there  are  several  parts  of  this.  But 
aggressively  going  after  the  fathers,  since  we  know  it  takes  two  to 
tango,  is  a  very  important  part  of  this  program  and  this  legislation. 

Chairman  Ford.  Going  after  the  problem,  yes,  but  it  seems  to  me 
that  we  have  got  to  find  a  solution,  that  we  are  talking  about  the 
poorest  of  the  poor,  where  it  strikes  the  most.  And  even  in  the  wel- 
fare bill  that  is  being  offered  by  the  administration,  the  one  by  the 
Republicans,  the  Mainstream  Democrats  and  others  who  are  offer- 
ing legislation,  child  support  enforcement  comes  closer  to  bringing 
more  dollars  to  the  children  of  this  country  and  being  able  to  ex- 
pose them  to  education.  Because  when  you  are  living  in  poverty 
with  no  food,  going  without  food  on  an  empty  stomach  at  night,  no 
hope  and  oftentimes  we  hear  as  we  have  heard  today  that  these 
young  women  want  someone  to  love  and  to  be  loved.  There  is  just 
absolutely  no  hope  when  you  see  poverty  running  rampant  the  way 
it  is  and  oftentimes  you  find  it  in  these  pockets  of  poverty  areas 
throughout  America. 

Not  that  it  doesn't  exist  outside  of  them,  but  this  is  the  popu- 
lation that  we  are  speaking  of.  And  we  have  to  do  more.  Child  care, 
child  support  enforcement,  there  must  be  some  other  focal  points 
if  we  are  talking  about  the  next  generation  that  we  are  going  to 
leave  behind. 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might  just  add  one  thing 
that  I  think  is  so  interesting.  If  you  look  at  the  50  States,  there 
is  not  one  that  would  allow  a  13-,  14-,  15-,  16-year-old  to  adopt  a 
child.  You  know,  if  the  teenager  went  in  and  said,  I  decided  I  want- 
ed to  adopt,  the  State  would  say  you  are  not  ready  to  be  a  parent. 

And  yet  we  know  that  the  physical  act  of  giving  birth  doesn't 
really  mature  you  that  much,  either.  One  of  the  things  I  think  we 
have  to  look  at  is  whether  if  in  addition  to  the  welfare  payments 
to  that  young  woman,  obviously  we  hope  to  also  find  the  young 
man  and,  as  Congresswoman  Slaughter  pointed  out,  we  often  know 
he  is  as  much  as  10  years  older  and  could  support  the  child.  We 
also  look  at  a  guardianship  program  for  the  young  woman,  because 
she  is  still  a  child  herself. 

And  it  is  interesting  we  recognize  that  on  the  adoption  side,  we 
don't  recognize  that  on  the  natural  birth  side,  that  she  still  needs 
nurturing.  In  the  interim,  we  also  need  more  research  about  young 
women.  We  know  much  more  about  what  motivates  young  men 
than  we  do  young  women.  And  the  caucus  has  worked  very  hard 
on  this  issue.  The  AAUW  has  looked  at  how  education  doesn't 
reach  girls  in  many  cases,  when  they  go  through  adolescence,  ev- 
erything that  happens  they  perceive  as  negative.  They  feel  they 
have  to  get  reassurance.  So  we  have  to  work  harder  to  gain  infor- 
mation about  young  women. 

I  do  think  that  the  young  mother  needs  a  nurturer,  someone  to 
help  her  be  a  parent.  I  think  every  one  of  us  probably  had  trouble 
being  a  good  parent  even  at  our  mature  age,  that  is  something  we 
have  really  left  out  of  the  picture.  I  think  the  child  is  going  to  come 
out  in  better  shape  if  they  have  a  little  more  adult  guidance,  rather 
than  children  raising  children  and  children  bearing  children.  We 
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know  that  doesn't  bring  out  good  results  and  we  should  never  for- 
get the  child  and  I  salute  you  for  keeping  focused  on  that  child. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Reynolds. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  have  a  general  ques- 
tion. 

I  understand  that  your — this  is  mainly  about  the  Child  Support 
Responsibility  Act.  But  there  is  a  part  of  the  President's  proposal 
that  has  become  very  popular  politically,  about  what  happens  if  we 
institute  a  program  where  there  is  a  limit  of  time  that  the  person 
can  receive  welfare  payments.  And  at  the  end  of  that — and  during 
the  course  of  that  time  of  receiving  payments,  they  are  offered  child 
support  in  order  for  them  to  go  to — day  care  in  order  for  them  to 
go  to  school  or  get  training  for  a  job.  And  during  this  period  of  time 
they  are  supposed  to  get  trained  and  be  ready  to  get  off  welfare  in 
2  or  3  years  or  whatever  the  cutoff  is. 

The  key  thing  is  there  is  a  cutoff  period.  What  is  the  suggestion 
that — two  questions.  One,  how  do  you  feel  about  a  cutoff  period, 
the  Women's  Caucus  in  general?  Anybody  on  the  panel  could  ad- 
dress that. 

And  two,  what  do  we  do  in  that  instance  that  someone  decides, 
for  whatever  reason — I  don't  think  most  people  will,  but  let's  sup- 
pose someone  who  has  three  children  decides  that  s/he  is  not  going 
to  go  along  with  any  program,  any  educational  program,  any  kind 
of  job  creation  program,  and  at  the  end  of  2  years  it  is  time  for  him 
or  her  to  go  get  a  job  or  do  something  and  s/he  gets  cut  off  and 
s/he  has  three  children.  What  do  we  do? 

Mrs.  LowEY.  Well,  a  couple  points. 

In  my  bill,  I  didn't  put  the  2-year  limit.  But  the  reason  I  would 
support  it  on  balance  is  because  I  think  you  have  to  do  something 
to  shake  up  the  system.  Having  worked  closely  in  New  York  with 
these  programs,  you  have  to  send  a  very  strong  message  to  every- 
body involved,  the  providers,  the  recipients,  the  bureaucrats.  You 
have  to  send  a  strong  message  that  welfare  is  not  working. 

And  you  have  to  frontload  the  program,  you  have  to  frontload  the 
education,  you  have  to  frontload  the  child  care,  you  have  to  make 
it  very  clear  that  we  have  got  to  do  something  and  the  State  has 
to  be  innovative  and  creative,  as  New  York  and  California  and  sev- 
eral other  States  have  done  in  their  model  demonstration  pro- 
grams. 

So  I  think  what  the  2-year  time  limit  does  is  shake  up  the  sys- 
tem and  make  everybody  involved  realize  we  mean  business.  But 
unless  you  are  going  to  be  doing  something  at  the  front  end  and 
trying  to  really  move  people  off  welfare  rather  than  just  waking  up 
after  2  years  and  say,  well,  what  do  we  do  now,  you  are  really  not 
accomplishing  anything.  And  the  public  service  component,  which 
the  administration  has  in  their  bill,  after  2  years  if  you  have  really 
made  the  good  faith  efforts  and  either  there  is  a  terrible  downturn 
in  the  economy  or  there  really  aren't  jobs  available  or  the  person 
isn't  capable  of  being  trained  for  a  specific  job,  then  there  has  to 
be  made — some  accommodation  has  to  be  made  and  that  is  why  I 
believe  in  the  final  analysis  in  the  administration  program,  there 
was  some  effort  to  put  in  a  public  service  component,  because  you 
can't  just  send  the  family  off  on  the  street. 
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But  I  do  feel,  Mr.  Reynolds,  again,  that  it  is  very  important  to 
shake  up  the  system.  Too  often  people  go  in  there,  they  are  put  on 
cash  assistance,  and  they  are  not  given  a  sense  of  dignity  and  given 
the  training  and  the  child  care  and  all  the  support  services,  edu- 
cation, that  they  really  need. 

Mrs.  SCHROEDER.  Congressman  Reynolds,  could  I  add  to  that, 
too? 

I  think  one  of  the  difficulties  is  if  you  look  at  the  fact  that  Ameri- 
ca's families  are  now  in  the  global  marketplace,  and  most  families 
that  have  children,  both  parents  have  to  be  in  the  workplace.  They 
all  feel  like  hamsters  on  the  wheel,  running,  running,  running, 
running.  At  the  end  of  the  year  their  tongues  are  hanging  out,  they 
are  exhausted  and  they  feel  they  didn't  advance.  They  are  the  ones 
who  are  saying  we  are  becoming  very  intolerant  of  hearing  some- 
one else  has  the  option  to  say  I  am  going  to  stay  home  with  my 
kids. 

And  I  think  this  is  going  to  be  a  tough  issue,  because  I  just  saw 
on  the  news  wire  service  today  that  a  court  in  Michigan  took  a 
child  away  from  the  mother  for  having  the  child  in  day  care  30 
hours  a  week  while  she  was  trying  to  get  her  college  diploma.  Do 
we  want  women  to  better  themselves  and  try  and  take  care  of 
themselves  on  their  own,  or  do  we  just  want  to  say  if  everybody  has 
a  child  you  can  all  stay  home  and  do  that? 

I  think  that  the  2-year  drop  dead  rule  is  a  little  tough  because 
it  has  got  to  be  more  prescriptive  and  more  flexible.  But  to  extend 
it,  you  have  got  to  show  progress.  And  that  I  think  is  the  very  im- 
portant message,  or  you  are  going  to  lose  that  social  pact  we  have 
with  each  other  to  give  a  hand  up  but  not  a  handout. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I  am  for  some  sort  of  program  that  sends  a  very 
strong  message  that  there  is  a  limit  to  how  long  you  can  stay  on 
welfare.  I  think  that  we  need  that  in  our  society.  My  problem,  and 
I  haven't  gotten  an  answer  from  anybody  in  the  administration, 
and  quite  frankly  I  am  looking  to  my  colleagues  in  this  body,  what 
happens  to  the  children  in  that  instance? 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  Well,  my  guardian  proposal  would  work  if  they 
are  underage. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Do  we  take  the  children  from  the  mother  who 
was  in  effect  being  a  negligent  mother  because  she  won't  go  into 
the  program?  Are  we  going  to  suggest  that?  Surely  in  Illinois  we 
couldn't  do  that,  because  in  Illinois  we  have  got  an  organization 
called  the  Department  of  Children  and  Family  Services  that  is  hor- 
rible. Nobody  would  suggest  giving  them  anybody's  child.  But  so — 
but  what  do  we  do? 

Ms.  Snowe.  But  the  problem  in  our  society  is  the  fact  that  we 
don't  have  incentives  for  people 

Mrs.  Schroeder.  For  good  behavior. 

Ms.  Snowe.  That  is  true.  Because  unfortunately,  we  have  en- 
couraged people  to  stay  on  the  welfare  system.  And  perhaps 
through  no  fault  of  their  own.  We  have  certainly  seen  that  through 
the  health  care  system,  because  they  can't  get  the  health  care  bene- 
fits that  they  need  if  they  are  working  because  they  don't  make 
enough  in  order  to  buy  health  care.  So  that  becomes  a  difficulty. 

But  we  have  also,  and  certainly  in  mv  conversations  with  my 
constituents,  time  and  time  again  you  hear  examples  of  people 
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staying  on  the  welfare  system  not  really  thinking  they  have  any  re- 
sponsibility to  work.  And  more  than  anything  else,  if  we  encourage 
people  to  get  back  into  the  work  habit  every  day,  even  if  we  were 
to  assist  them  to  make  sure  that  they  go  to  work  every  day  and 
assume  personal  responsibilities,  not  only  for  themselves  but  for 
the  children  they  happen  to  bear,  and  I  am  concerned  about  what 
has  happened  in  our  society  today  when  we  say  we  create  separate 
households  for  14-year-olds  because  they  have  children. 

As  Pat  said,  we  don't — States  don't  allow  adoptions  for  14-year- 
olds,  and  here  we  have  them  creating  separate  households  under 
the  welfare  system.  In  fact,  I  was  talking  to  a  housing  director  re- 
cently who  said  that  they  have  a  14-year-old  in  their  housing  com- 
plex, and  she  has  a  set  of  twins.  And  she's  got  a  separate  house- 
hold. I  mean  this  is  kids  taking  care 

Ms.  Slaughter.  She  should  not  be  living  alone,  absolutely. 

Ms.  Snowe.  So  that  is  something  that  we  have  encouraged. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I  am  going  to  refer  back  to  the  Chairman,  just 
one  moment,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  We  are  going  to  have  to  move  on  because  we 
have  about  40  to  45  Members  still  waiting,  and  it  is  late. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  I  understand.  I  just  do  have  a  problem,  Mr. 
Chairman,  with  what  are  we  going  to  do  about  these  children  when 
the  parents  won't 

Mrs.  ScHROEDER.  We  will  talk. 

Mrs.  ROUKEMA.  We  will  continue  to  talk. 

Mr.  Reynolds.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mrs.  RouKEMA.  May  I  just  add  one  word?  Because  I  hope  you 
don't  think  it  is  too  revolutionary.  But  I  think  it  is  time  for  tough 
love,  now  that  we  have  created  a  system  where  we  have  literally 
subsidized  this  kind  of  lifestyle.  And  I  think  Mrs.  Schroeder  has  hit 
it  right  on  the  head  when  she  talks  about  the  need  for  two-parent 
families.  But  let  me  just  send  out  one  word.  Settlement  houses,  and 
you  and  I  will  talk  aoout  settlement  houses. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  going  to  call  Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois  and 
Mr.  Hall  of  Ohio,  that  is  on  H.R.  455  and  H.R.  456,  the 
Microenterprise  and  Asset  Development  Act  and  Individual  Devel- 
opment Account  Demonstration  Act.  I  would  also  like  to  call  Lynn 
Woolsey,  of  California,  Ralph  Regula  of  Ohio,  Mr.  Talent  of  Mis- 
souri, and  Mr.  Hutchinson  of  Arkansas.  I  really  want  to  apologize 
to  the  Members  for  the  time  and  all,  but  we  have  only  had  Mem- 
bers all  day,  so  they  have  been  all  of  our  colleagues.  We  have  done 
the  very  best  that  we  could  to  try  to  accommodate  Members,  and 
I  certainly  don't  want  to  come  across  as  being  inconsiderate.  They 
are  going  to  bring  a  chair  just  momentarily,  I  think. 

I  want  to  apologize.  I  don't  want  to  be  rude  to  my  colleagues,  but 
we  sort  of  do  have  to  keep  it  on  a  timely  fashion.  We  have  had 
more  than  50  or  60  Members'  requests  today.  That  is  what  we  are 
trying  to  walk  through.  If  you  would  like  to,  there  is  a  seat  to  my 
left,  right  up  by  the  mike. 

Mr.  Regula.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  you  will  give  me  unanimous  con- 
sent to  put  my  statement  in  the  record,  you  will  eliminate  one. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Regula,  absolutely.  I  don't  mind  recognizing 
you  for  60  seconds.  And  I  would  like  you  to  be  on  the  record,  not 
only  with  your  statement,  but  also  orally. 
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Mr.  Regula.  Well,  I  think  you  have  heard  a  lot  of  testimony.  In 
a  nutshell,  we  need  to  make  both  parents  responsible.  We  need  to 
get  the  JOBS  program  realigned  so  that  people  are  trained  for  a 
job  that  exists — otherwise,  you  have  great  disappointment — we 
need  to  make  the  system  family  friendly,  as  it  presently  discour- 
ages family  formations  in  a  lot  of  ways.  The  essence  of  the  bill  that 
Ms.  Woolsey  and  I  have  sponsored  is  along  those  lines — ^to  try  to 
break  the  cycle.  Because  unless  you  do,  we  are  not  going  to  solve 
the  problem.  I  just  ask  unanimous  consent  to  put  my  statement  in 
the  record. 

Chairman  Ford.  Your  statement  will  be  made  a  part  of  the 
record. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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THE  HONCRABLE  RALPH  REGUIA  (16th,  OHIO) 

TESTIMONY  BEFORE  THE  Oa^MXTTEE  CN  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

SUBOGMMITTEE  CN  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

July  27,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  for  allowing  roe  to  cone  before  you  today  to  speak  on  welfare 
reform  and  specifically,  our  welfare  reform  legislation  called  "The  Wbrking 
Off  Welfare  Act,"  HR  4318. 

"Working  Off  Welfare"  (WCW)  is  the  first  bipartisan  piece  of  welfare  reform 
legislation  introduced  earlier  this  year.   It  represents  what  I  believe  to 
be  a  camion  sense  approach  to  welfare  reform--  a  basis  from  which  to 
rectify  our  welfare  system. 

WCW  recognizes  that  children  learn  from  their  ejqjeriences .  If  a  child  sees 
the  self-esteem  her  mother  derives  from  going  to  work  every  day,  then  that 
child  will  grow  up  believing  in  the  value  of  working  for  a  living. 

If  a  child  sees  his  mother  living  with  her  husband,  and  has  the  opportunity 
to  have  a  father's  influence  in  his  life,  then  that  child  will  grow  up 
valuing  a  family. 

And  if  a  child  sees  that  both  parents  have  accepted  financial  and  emotional 
responsibility  for  him  or  her,  then  that  child  will  grow  up  in  a  secure 
environment,  confident  of  the  future. 

Our  legislation  also  recognizes  that  each  welfare  recipient  is  an 
individual--  with  different  experiences,  educational  levels,  and  hopes. 
Ensuring  that  welfare  recipients  are  able  to  move  off  the  welfare  rolls  for 
good  means  that  we  must  address  each  recipient's  individual  needs. 

These  inportant  values--  work,  family,  responsibility,  individualism  and 
hope--  are  the  basis  of  our  society.  It  is  our  belief  that  through  this 
bill,  we  can  re-instill  these  values  in  our  less  fortunate  carmunities . 

To  that  end,  we  encourage  keeping  families  together  by  eliminating  the 
rules  that  in  the  past  have  given  a  single  parent  family  an  edge  in 
qualifying  for  AFDC  over  two  parent  families.  There  is  no  reason  we  need 
to  discriminate  against  a  parent  just  because  he  or  she  does  not  have  a 
job.  Nor  is  there  reason  to  discriminate  against  a  parent  just  because  he 
or  she  is  married.  As  evidence  shows  that  children  reared  in  single  parent 
families  corpared  to  two  parent  families  are  more  likely  to:  drop  out  of 
high  school;  have  a  child  in  their  teens;  have  children  bom  out  of 
wedlock;  and  be  less  attached  to  the  labor  force,  we  must  encourage 
families  to  unite  and  stay  together. 

Our  bill  promotes  work  by  changing  the  income  disregards  so  that  a 
recipient  would  be  allowed  to  keep  more  of  her  earnings.  However,  the 
catch,  as  we  all  know,  is  preparing  these  recipients  for  errployment.  More 
difficult  is  finding  jobs  for  these  recipients  once  they  have  been  educated 
and  trained. 

Wbrking  Off  Welfare  strengthens  the  present  job  training  and  education 
program  for  AFDC  recipients,  known  as  JOBS  (Job  Opportunities  and  Basic 
Skills)  .  Because  JOBS  has  not  been  allowed  to  v,ork  to  its  full  capacity 
due  to  the  lack  of  full  funding  and  the  inability  of  states  to  draw  down 
federal  monies,  we  recotnnend  significant  increases  in  JOBS  funding  levels 
so  that  states  will  not  have  to  turn  away  recipients  due  to  the  shortage  of 
training  and  education  slots.  Moreover,  we  make  it  easier  for  states  to 
access  federal  funding  by  reducing  the  required  state  match. 

Not  only  do  we  increase  funding  for  the  JOBS  program,  but  we  inprove  the 
JOBS  program  by  awarding  it  purpose  and  structure. 

Presently,  JOBS  ensures  the  economically  disadvantaged  with  the  cpportunity 
to  receive  education  and  job  training.  There  is  nothing  wrong  with 
securing  this  opportunity,  but  such  a  guarantee  is  no  longer  enough.  We 
need  a  program  that  maximizes  our  tax  dollars  by  guaranteeing  i-esults  along 
with  opportunity.  We  need  a  program  ^Mch  will  lead  AFDC  recipients  to 
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self-sufficiency.  This  should  be,  and  is,  the  purpose  of  the  JOBS  program 
under  VCW. 

Results  of  a  recent  study  of  the  effectiveness  of  job  training  and 
education  programs  among  33,000  California  welfare  mothers  reinforces  this 
idea  of  certifying  results.  The  study  shows  that  the  most  successful  and 
cost-effective  JOBS  program  occurred  in  a  county  \«*iich  hired  job  scouts  to 
help  seek  potential  errployment  for  AFDC  recipients .  Taxpayers  got  a  $2  .  84 
savings  in  their  welfare  costs  for  every  $1  spent  on  training. 

Included  in  our  bill  is  a  program  which  would  train  caseworkers  to  advise 
recipients  of  training  opportunities  in  industries  that  utilize  new 
technologies  and  enployment  with  wages  sufficient  to  meet  or  exceed  the 
State's  standard  of  need.  Moreover,  caseworkers  would  be  encouraged  to 
seek  out  opportunities  with  public  or  private  entities  for  apprenticeship 
programs  in  areas  v\Mch  are  involved  in  these  new  technologies. 

Requiring  states  to  provide  training  for  jobs  which  pay  a  family  wage  or 
jobs  of  the  future  is  consistent  with  the  administration's  Reerrployment 
Act,  which  retrains  workers  with  high  skills  to  meet  the  demands  of  the 
labor  market.  Just  as  the  Reenployment  Act  focuses  on  the  highly- ski lied 
labor  market,  so  should  job  training  and  education  for  welfare  recipients. 
A  minimum  wage  job  is  not  enough  to  get  wcmen  out  of  poverty.   In  fact,  a 
mother  with  two  children  would  have  to  hold  two  full  time  minimum  wage  jobs 
to  get  out  of  poverty  or  find  a  full  time  job  paying  at  least  $7  per  hour 
with  health  care  and  child  care  benefits. 

thder  VCW,  states  would  also  be  required  to  enphasize  training  in  fields 
where  wcmen  constitute  less  than  25%  of  the  workforce.  This  sends  the 
message  that  economically  disadvantaged  women  should  no  longer  be  held 
hostage  to  typecasts  jobs,  such  as  domestic  positions  or  low  skilled,  low 
paying  positions,  but  should  be  encouraged  to  pursue  all  options.  Last, 
states  will  be  not  only  required  to  significantly  increase  their 
participation  rates,  but  change  their  programs'  focus  from  inputs  to 
aatcomes  based  on  self-sufficiency  rates.  Such  an  change  in  a  state's 
focus  can  only  lead  to  a  more  results-oriented  program. 

At  the  individual  level,  VCW  recognizes  that  welfare  recipients  have 
individual  needs,  experiences,  skills  and  education  levels.  We  assign  each 
recipient  a  trained  caseworker  vAio  is  knowledgeable  about  benefits,  child 
support,  child  and  health  care,  and  education  and  job  training 
opportunities.  The  caseworker  will  be  responsible  for  not  only  assessing 
the  recipient's  enployability,  but  working  with  the  recipient  to  develop  an 
enployability  plan,  identifying  a  target  occupation  for  vAiich  the  recipient 
would  train,  along  with  a  schedule  as  to  when  and  how  to  arrive  at  that 
occupation. 

Such  a  prescriptive  approach  to  restructuring  JOBS  will  only  guarantee 
fvirther  success  in  securing  self-sufficiency  for  these  AFDC  mothers. 
Indeed,  the  true  msasure  will  be  reflected  in  the  number  of  recipients  v*kd 
will  be  permanently  moved  off  the  rolls. 

Last,  our  bill  encourages  responsibility  of  both  parents  by  strengthening 
our  child  stfiport  system.  As  less  than  1/3  of  all  father  regularly  pay 
child  si-pport,  enhancing  the  child  support  system  must  be  included  in  any 
welfare  reform  bill.  Given  the  difficulty  that  states  experience  enforcing 
existing  awards,  (pjarticularly  across  state  lines,)  locating  fathers,  and 
effectively  withholding  income,  I  am  convinced  that  federalization  is  the 
only  solution  to  fortifying  the  child  support  enforcement  system. 

WOW  creates  a  national  child  si^jport  order  registry  within  the  IRS  where 
all  orders  would  be  warehoused,  simplifying  the  administrative  process  and 
ensuring  a  systCTi  v*iich  could  reach  obligated  parents  where  ever  they  work 
or  live.  The  IRS  would  also  fimction  as  the  collection  agency,  \«*iereby 
employers  would  be  obligated  to  withhold  wages  from  the  father  and  send  it 
to  the  IRS.  The  IRS  would  then  distribute  the  payment  accordingly.  Just 
as  the  IRS  has  the  capability  to  go  after  a  deficient  taj^ayer,  the  IRS 
would  have  the  right  to  go  after  the  father  for  insufficient  funds  or 
arrears. 

An  e^qserienced  agency  which  has  a  high  success  rate  in  tax  collection,  the 
IRS  is  the  perfect  choice  to  act  as  the  collector  for  child  support 
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paynents.  Furthernore ,  enployers  already  are  familiar  with  the  IRS  in  that 
they  deal  with  the  IRS  for  tax  withholding,  and  enployers  would  only  have 
to  deal  with  one  agency  rather  than  multiple  state  child  collection 
agencies . 

tfrirelated  to  our  bill  but  to  the  overall  welfare  reform  debate  is  the  issue 
of  time  limits.   I  would  like  to  say  one  thing.  Remember  the  children. 
Although  I  agree  with  the  message  that  asserts  that  recipients  cannot  rely 
on  the  government  for  life,  I  disagree  with  the  method.  We  must  keep  in 
mind  the  potential  consequences  of  such  policy  and  prepare  for  them 
accordingly.  And,  we  must  remember  the  individual  lives,  particularly  the 
children  of  these  mothers,  which  will  be  affected. 

Whichever  conprehensive  policy  is  enacted,  it  must  reflect  both  the 
ccttpassion  of  our  society  and  the  government's  goal  vdiich  is  to  help 
welfare  recipients  get  the  aid  that  they  need--  whether  that  be  through 
training,  education,  child  support,  child  care  and/or  health  care--  in 
order  to  become  self-sufficient,  contributing  members  of  our  society.   If 
we  succeed,  we  foster  self-esteem  v^ere  there  was  despair,  role  models 
vAiere  there  are  few,  and  a  generation  of  children  with  hope  where  there  has 
been  a  cycle  of  dependency.   Again,  thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to 
testify  before  you.   I  look  forvard  to  working  with  you  further. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Mrs.  Collins  is  next. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  CARDISS  COLLINS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

Mrs.  Collins  op"  Illinois.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  How  many 
minutes  did  you  say? 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  you  have  5  minutes.  They  are  working  the 
clock.  The  lights  are  on  right  in  front  of  you.  There  will  be  5  min- 
utes when  that  green  light  goes  off.  You  know,  it  will  slow  on  the 
yellow  and  end  on  the  red. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr. 
Reynolds. 

I  would  like  to  begin  by  commending  you  for  holding  these  hear- 
ings and  I  also  want  to  thank  you  for  providing  me  with  the  oppor- 
tunity to  testify  before  your  subcommittee.  Clearly  welfare  reform 
is  a  hot  topic  around  the  Capitol  today,  and  throughout  the  Nation, 
in  fact.  Unfortunately,  a  lot  of  what  I  hear,  for  example,  "2  years 
and  out,"  reminds  me  of  the  "three  strikes  you  are  in"  concept  in 
the  crime  bill  that  this  body  will  soon  be  considering  again.  It 
sounds  more  like  a  discussion  about  criminals  than  about  Ameri- 
cans who  happen  to  be  poor  and  unemployed. 

Surely  we  don't  want  to  limit  our  discussions  to  outrageous  new 
types  of  punishments  for  the  poverty  stricken,  who  suffer  every 
day,  because  there  are  positive  and  effective  strategies  available  to 
help  low-income  Americans  and  pull  them  out  of  the  state  of  des- 
titution. 

Any  change  in  the  welfare  system,  I  believe,  should  begin  with 
a  complete  reversal  of  our  approach  toward  low-income  Americans. 
Currently  we  encourage  middle-  and  upper-income  Americans  to 
accumulate  savings  and  assets  through  home  mortgage  deduction, 
retirement  pension  plans,  accounts,  bank  loans  and  so  forth.  Wel- 
fare recipients  aren't  ^ven  any  incentives  to  better  their  quality  of 
life.  As  a  result,  we  effectively  ensure  that  the  poor  will  remain  in 
poverty. 

Also  missing  in  a  discussion  of  welfare  is  recognition  of  the  fact 
that  there  are  practically  no  jobs  for  the  un-  or  undereducated. 
Most  of  the  former  unskilled  and  semiskilled  jobs  have  moved  to 
other  countries  such  as  Mexico  and/or  have  been  replaced  by  robot- 
ics. This  hits  minorities  especially  hard.  Although  vou  wouldn't 
know  it  from  listening  to  much  of  the  welfare  debate,  being  on  wel- 
fare is  not  simply  a  matter  of  choosing  between  a  livable  wage-pay- 
ing job  and  turning  down  a  job  offer  and  sitting  home.  Most  folks 
want  to  work,  they  want  to  be  financially  independent. 

One  successful  job  and/or  self-employment  option  that  deserves 
our  support,  I  believe,  is  microenterprises.  I  have  had  a  great  inter- 
est in  this  issue  since  I  first  introduced  H.R.  2308,  my 
Microenterprise  Opportunity  Expansion  Act  years  ago,  and  I  am 
pleased  that  President  Clinton  has  recognized  tne  value  of 
microenterprises  in  H.R.  4605.  As  most  of  you  are  probably  aware, 
microenterprises  are  tiny  businesses  run  by  the  owner/employee 
along  with  maybe  two  or  three  other  employees.  A  small  loan  is 
often  what  is  most  needed  to  get  these  businesses  started. 

Despite  all  the  inaccurate  and  negative  images  of  welfare  recipi- 
ents that  are  used  in  the  welfare  debate,  the  fact  is  there  are  many 
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people  receiving  public  assistance  who  have  skills,  ideas,  and  the 
desire  needed  to  make  a  living  on  their  own.  In  some  cases, 
microenterprises  are  the  perfect  vehicle  for  their  ambition.  Such 
programs  and  microloans  help  ensure  that  these  potential 
businessowners  have  the  support  and  technical  assistance  that 
they  need  to  succeed. 

Pot  example,  you  may  have  heard  of  Marie  Hughes  who  testified 
before  the  Hunger  Caucus  earlier  this  year.  She  had  been  on  public 
assistance  for  10  years  before  she  came  to  the  women's  self- 
employment  project  in  Chicago.  And  with  their  guidance  she  is  now 
the  proud  owner  of  Marie's  Spotless  Maid  Service  and  is  no  longer 
receiving  public  assistance. 

I  have  here,  too,  a  letter  from  a  councilwoman  in  California.  Let 
me  just  read  it  to  you.  It  says,  "Dear  Cardiss,  thank  you  for  your 
work  you  do  on  microenterprise  products  in  Illinois.  I  was  once 
homeless  and  now  elected  to  my  local  city  council.  I  had  help  and 
can  now  help  start  a  similar  project  in  northern  California.  I  am 
also  a  10-year  recipient  of  RESULTS,  which  is  grassroots  lobbying 
for  hunger  and  homeless  legislation  and  children.  With  love  and  re- 
spect," and  her  name  is  Dawn  Gallagher,  and  she  is  a  council- 
woman  who  once  was  on  welfare.  There  are  many  other  examples 
of  people  using  microenterprises  as  avenues  out  of  welfare,  becom- 
ing self-sufficient,  full  of  self-respect,  and  developing  their  neigh- 
borhood in  the  process.  It  is  interesting  and  important  to  note  that 
many  of  the  women  and  minorities  participating  in  microloan  pro- 
grams would  normally  be  unable  to  receive  any  loans  from  banks. 
Yet  despite  the  fact  that  most  banks  consider  them  unsuitable  for 
lending,  the  repayment  rate  for  microloan  programs  in  the  United 
States  is  over  95  percent. 

Considering  the  success  of  microenterprises,  particularly  among 
minority  women,  it  seems  to  me  that  any  welfare  program  package 
that  Congress  considers  should  promote  microenterprises. 

President  Clinton's  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  takes  an  impor- 
tant step  by  recognizing  the  value  of  those  enterprises.  However, 
we  need  to  ensure  that  all  roadblocks  are  removed  in  order  to  pro- 
vide maximum  opportunities  for  microenterprises  expansion.  For 
example,  the  State  of  Illinois  has  been  a  leader  in  allowing  aid  re- 
cipients to  accumulate  up  to  $5,000  in  business  assets  and  still  re- 
tain their  benefit  as  they  start  their  own  business.  Ms.  Hughes 
credits  this  waiver  with  allowing  her  to  become  self-sufficient. 

We  need  to  consider  a  provision  in  my  legislation,  H.R.  2308, 
that  would  enable  individuals  eligible  for  unemployment  compensa- 
tion to  continue  to  receive  benefits  for  a  short  time  during  a  benefit 
year  while  they  are  starting  up  a  microenterprise.  We  also  need  to 
ensure  that  all  educational  and  training  programs  provide  a  self- 
employment  option. 

I  would  also  urge  that  we  not  only  permit  the  development  of 
microenterprises,  but  that  we  promote  them. 

I  see  the  red  light  has  come  on  and  ask  unanimous  consent  the 
remainder  of  my  statement  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  remaining  part  of  your  statement,  Mrs. 
Collins,  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record. 

[The  remainder  of  the  prepared  statement  follows:! 
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We  can  do  this  by  providing  access  to  increased  child  care  and  health  care  benefits 
and  ongoing  technical  assistance  as  well  as  oppxjrtunities  for  asset  accumulation  for 
microenterprise  owners. 

Finally,  it  is  important  to  note  that  the  path  to  self-sufficiency  can  take  more  than 
2  years.  Strict,  randomly  determined  time  limits  could  end  up  cutting  short  some- 
one's efforts  to  become  self-sufficient  and  drive  them  straight  oack  onto  the  welfare 
rolls  which  none  of  us,  including  the  recipients,  want.  Other  punitive,  politically 
based  provisions,  such  as  the  child  exclusion  cap,  also  fail  to  get  at  the  problem  of 
poverty  and  would  have  no  positive  impact  at  all  in  the  effort  to  create  jobs  and 
liftpeople  out  of  poverty. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity  to  discuss  my  concerns,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  look  for- 
ward to  working  with  you  on  meaningful  welfare  reform  during  the  months  ahead. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Mr.  Hall,  you  are  recognized. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  TONY  P.  HALL,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Hall.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  too  appreciate  the  chance 
to  testify  before  your  subcommittee.  I  certainly  commend  what  you 
are  trying  to  do  and  the  President  and  the  cochairs  of  his  Welfare 
Reform  Working  Group  for  their  work  and  leadership  in  putting  to- 
gether H.R.  4605.  And  while  I  am  pleased  that  the  President's  bill 
includes  the  establishment  of  IDAs,  I  am  very  concerned  about  how 
the  provisions  in  this  bill  relate  to  microenterprise. 

Federal  antipoverty  policy  should  support  asset  building  activi- 
ties, not  penalize  them.  Because  of  the  $1,000  asset  limit  in  AFDC, 
we  are  telling  the  poor  that  they  cannot  save  for  their  own  chil- 
dren's education,  that  they  cannot  start  their  own  business,  or  that 
they  should  sell  everything  that  they  have  just  to  get  some  tem- 
porary assistance.  This  traps  people  on  welfare,  which  is  both  mor- 
ally wrong  and  economically  foolish. 

The  Congressional  Hunger  Caucus,  of  which  I  am  chairman,  has 
endorsed  two  legislative  initiatives  on  microenterprise  and  IDAs. 
And  we  think  that  they  are  really  good  bills  from  the  standpoint 
of  allowing  recipients  to  set  aside  up  to  $10,000  in  restricted  asset 
accounts  for  education,  job  training,  home  purchase,  and  provides 
for  the  special  treatment  of  income  from  a  microenterprise. 

The  IDAs  propose  a  5-year  demonstration  project  that  would  en- 
courage and  reward  poor  people  for  savings  toward  homes  and  edu- 
cation, and  microenterprise  through  individual  development  ac- 
counts. The  President's  proposal  does  not  go  far  enough. 

And  in  reality,  it  is  very  limiting.  The  \vnole  push  behind  welfare 
reform  is  to  better  enable  people  to  become  self-sufiRcient.  H.R.  455, 
the  Microenterprise  and  Asset  Development  Act,  would  disregard 
income  and  assets  related  to  self-employment,  up  to  $10,000  per 
year  for  no  longer  than  2  years,  and  it  was  endorsed  by  President 
Clinton  in  his  campaign. 

The  language  was  also  previously  passed  by  both  the  House  and 
the  Senate  in  the  Revenue  Act  of  1992,  which  was  H.R.  11.  The 
language  in  the  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994  needs  to  be 
changed  to  essentially  do  away  with  cumbersome  waiver  problems. 
Just  let  me  give  you  an  example  of  my  district. 

We  have  started  in  our  Citywide  Corp.,  a  3-vear  grant — starts  60 
new  businesses.  And  we  have  waited,  since  this  is  a  3-year  grant 
program,  we  have  waited  just  2  years  and  it  took  us  2  years  to  get 
the  waiver.  So  the  President  does  not  address  this  problem  in  this 
bill.  They  still  have  the  waiver  provision.  And  if  you  don't  raise  the 
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limit  from  $1,000  to  $10,000,  everybody  all  over  the  country  is 
going  to  have  to  keep  fighting  for  waivers.  It  is  cumbersome,  takes 
a  long  time.  It  is  not  fair.  So  I  would  strongly  urge  the  committee 
to  change  current  law,  amend  the  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of 
1994  to  allow  assets  and  income  earned  from  microenterprise  to  be 
disregarded  for  calculations  for  AFDC. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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STATEMEKT  BY 

REPRESENTATIVE  TONY  P.  HALL 

BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOffllTTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

HOUSE  WAYS  AND  MEANS  COtfilHEE 

JULY  27,  1994 

ON  WELFARE  REFORM 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  for  this  opportunity  to  testify  before  your 
comrnittee  on  the  President's  welfare  refomi  legislation  and  how  it  relates  to 
microenterprises  and  Individual  Development  Accounts. 

I  commend  the  President  and  the  co-chair's  of  his  Welfare  Reform  Working 
Group  for  their  work  and  leadership  1n  putting  together  H.R.  4605  -  Work  and 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994.  I  believe  it  is  a  good  starting  point.  While  I 
was  pleased  that  the  President's  bill  included  the  establishment  of  IDAs,  I  am 
very  concerned  about  how  the  provisions  in  this  bill  relate  to 
microenterprises. 

Federal  anti-poverty  policy  should  support  asset-building  activities, 
not  penalize  them.  Because  of  the  $1,000  asset  limit  in  AFDC,  we  are  telling 
the  poor  that  they  cannot  save  for  their  children's  education,  that  they 
cannot  start  their  own  business,  or  that  they  should  sell  everything  they  have 
just  to  get  some  temporary  assistance.  This  traps  people  on  welfare  --  which 
is  both  morally  wrong  and  economically  foolish. 

The  Congressional  Hunger  Caucus,  of  which  I  am  Chairman,  has  endorsed 
two  legislative  initiatives  which  assist  people  by  providing  sensible  self- 
help  programs  with  the  objective  of  permanent  self-sufficiency.  The 
Hlcroenterprise  and  Asset  Developoent  Act  allows  recipients  to  set  aside  up  to 
$10,000  in  restricted  asset  accounts  for  education,  job  training,  home- 
purchase  and  provides  for  the  special  treatment  of  income  from  a 
microenterprise.  The  Individual  Developoent  Account  Oeaonstratlon  Act 
proposes  a  five-year  demonstration  project  that  would  encourage  and  reward 
poor  people  for  savings  towards  homes,  education,  and  microenteprises  through 
Individual  Development  Accounts  (IDAs).  An  IDA  would  be  an  earnings-bearing, 
tax-benefitted  account  whose  deposits  could  be  matched  by  the  Federal,  State 
or  local  governments. 

In  March  of  this  year.  Representative  Bill  Emerson,  Representative 
Cardiss  Collins,  Representative  Fred  Grandy,  and  I  sent  a  letter  to  President 
Clinton,  signed  by  68  members  of  the  House  of  Representatives,  to  Include 
these  asset-based  anti-poverty  strategies  into  comprehensive  welfare  reform. 
The  letter  was  bi-partisan  and  demonstrated  the  broad-based  support  for  these 
ideas  across  the  political  spectrum. 

The  President's  proposal  includes  a  self-employment/microenterprlse 
demonstration  program  and  gives  the  authority  to  the  Departments  to  develop 
joint  regulations  to  exclude  resources  necessary  for  self -employment  for  these 
demonstration  programs.  This  provision  does  not  go  far  enough  and  in  reality 
is  very  limiting. 

The  whole  push  behind  welfare  reform  is  to  better  enable  people  to 
become  self-sufficient.  H.R.  455,  the  Microenterprise  and  Asset  Development 
Act  would  disregard  income  and  assets  related  to  self- 
employment/mi  croenterprises  up  to  $10,000  per  year  for  no  longer  than  two- 
years  and  was  endorsed  by  President  Clinton  In  his  campaign.  This  language 
was  also  previously  passed  by  both  the  House  and  the  Senate  In  the  Revenue  Act 
of  1992  (H.R.  11)  and  includes  broad  bi-partisan  support.  However,  it  was  not 
included  in  the  President's  welfare  reform  initiative. 

The  language  In  the  Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994  needs  to  be 
changed  from  just  giving  the  Departments  authority  to  develop  regulations  that 
exclude  resources  necessary  for  self -employment  to  a  change  in  the  statutory 
law  making  the  income  disregards  permanent  for  microenterprises.  An  example 
of  the  need  for  this  change  is  in  my  district  -  CityWIde  Corporation  received 
a  3-year  grant  for  a  demonstration  project  for  microenterprises  and  it  took 
the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  over  2  years  to  grant  the  needed 
waivers.  This  permanent  change  in  law  would  be  an  effective  way  to  remove  one 
of  the  federal  barriers  which  discourages  AFDC  recipients  from  starting  their 
own  business  and  becoming  self-sufficient. 

I  would  strongly  urge  the  committee  to  change  current  law  and  amend  the 
Work  and  Responsibility  Act  of  1994  to  allow  assets  and  income  earned  fro« 
microenterprises  to  be  disregarded  for  calculations  for  AFDC  benefits. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hall. 
Now  Ms.  Woolsey. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  LYNN  C.  WOOLSEY,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Ms.  Woolsey.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  want  to  thank  you 
and  Mr.  Reynolds  for  being  interested  in  this  subject  and  for  stick- 
ing with  it  all  day. 

Chairman  Ford.  Let  me  just  apologize  for  some  of  my  other  col- 
leagues. They  have  really  been  here  all  day  and  some  have  other 
committees  that  they  are  testifying  before  and  serve  on. 

Ms.  Woolsey.  We  all  know.  We  are  Members,  remember?  We 
know  how  busy  we  are. 

I  am  pleased  to  be  joined  by  my  distinguished  senior  colleague. 
Representative  Regula,  who  is  the  coauthor  of  legislation,  the 
Working  Off  Welfare  Act,  or  WOW,  that  we  authored  together.  To- 
gether we  crafted  a  tough  but  fair  plan  that  is  based  on  experience; 
my  experience  as  a  former  welfare  mother  25  years  ago,  and  his 
experience  as  a  very  experienced  legislator,  who  has  seen  numer- 
ous attempts  at  fixing  the  welfare  system  during  his  23  years  in 
Congress. 

In  fact,  Mr.  Regula  was  starting  his  career  in  the  Congress  at  the 
same  time  I  was  personally  experiencing  welfare.  We  came  to- 
gether on  this  bipartisan  effort  because,  from  our  different  back- 
grounds, we  know  that  the  welfare  system  is  broken.  It  doesn't 
work  for  the  recipient  and  it  doesn't  work  for  the  taxpayer.  And  it 
needs  fundamental  change. 

I  know  firsthand  the  merits  and  faults  of  our  welfare  system,  be- 
cause in  1968  I  was  a  divorced  working  mother,  struggling  to  raise 
my  three  small  children.  The  breakup  of  my  marriage  had  left  me 
without  child  support,  without  health  care,  and  without  child  care 
for  my  children.  And  in  order  to  survive,  I  turned  to  welfare  to  sup- 
plement my  earnings.  My  experience,  Mr.  Chairman,  my  experi- 
ence on  welfare  and  the  knowledge  that  other  families  often  need 
much  more  help  than  I  did  to  get  back  on  their  feet,  never  leaves 
me. 

It  serves  actually  as  the  foundation  for  this  welfare  legislation. 
Unlike  other  proposals,  the  Working  Off  Welfare  Act  recognizes 
that  the  key  to  welfare  reform  is  not  to  reduce  the  availability  of 
assistance,  but  in  fact  it  is  to  reduce  the  need  for  assistance.  Too 
oflen  individuals  are  forced  to  go  on  welfare  because  other  systems 
have  failed  them.  When  we  have  strong  child  support  collection 
laws,  health  care  for  all  Americans,  affordable  child  care  for  work- 
ing families,  and  jobs  that  pay  a  family  wage,  fixing  welfare  vdll 
be  a  lot  easier,  because  many  families  vdll  not  need  to  turn  to  wel- 
fare in  the  first  place. 

The  larger  question  is:  How  do  we  make  welfare  work  for  fami- 
lies already  trapped  in  the  system?  The  answer  is,  we  must  change 
the  purpose  of  the  welfare  office  from  issuing  welfare  checks  to  as- 
sisting recipients  through  education  and  training  in  getting  jobs 
that  actually  exist,  jobs  that  they  can  afford  to  live  on. 

The  Working  Off  Welfare  Act  does  this  by  supporting  families 
through  the  process  until  they  are  off  welfare  for  good.  Our  bill  re- 
quires States  to  establish  a  single  convenient  location  in  the  com- 
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munity,  a  location  that  provides  families  wdth  access  to  the  infor- 
mation and  assistance  they  need.  And  it  makes  individual  case 
managers  available  to  guide  recipients  through  the  system  as  swift- 
ly as  possible. 

WOW  keeps  families  together  by  abolishing  rules  which  prevent 
two-parent  families  from  receiving  benefits.  It  encourages  work  by 
allowing  welfare  recipients  to  keep  more  of  their  earnings  and  ben- 
efits such  as  child  care,  health  care  and  child  support,  as  they 
enter  the  work  force.  More  importantly,  our  bill  calls  for  fundamen- 
tal change  in  the  way  we  spend  our  tax  dollars  in  two  very  key 
ways. 

First,  job  training,  and  second,  child  support  collection.  Mr. 
Chairman,  it  is  a  waste  of  taxpayers'  money  to  train  people  for 
dead  end,  low-wage  jobs  they  cannot  support  their  families  on.  The 
Working  Off  Welfare  Act  identifies  needed  jobs  in  the  community 
that  pay  a  family  wage  and  supports  Federal — and  the  bill  sup- 
ports Federal  programs  that  train  welfare  recipients  for  those  jobs. 

Regarding  child  support,  we  can  no  longer  afford  to  invest  in  a 
child  support  system  that  collects  only  $1  of  every  $10  owed  by  ab- 
sent parents  who  cross  State  lines.  In  order  to  deliver  the  $34  bil- 
lion in  court-ordered  child  support  that  goes  uncollected  each  year, 
the  Working  Off  Welfare  Act  would  Federalize  the  Child  Support 
Collection  System,  putting  the  Federal  Government  in  charge  of 
collecting  child  support  directly  from  the  absent  parent's  paycheck, 
no  matter  where  they  are  in  the  country,  and  delivering  these 
checks  to  the  children. 

I  support  the  Congressional  Caucus  for  Women's  Issues  child 
support  legislation,  and  I  applaud  my  women  colleagues  on  both 
sides  of  the  aisle  for  putting  forward  a  solution  for  collecting  child 
support,  but  I  think  that  the  case  for  federalization  is  clear  cut. 
And  so  do  other  Members  from  all  sides  of  the  political  spectrum, 
from  Representative  Ron  Dellums,  to  Representative  Henry  Hyde, 
who  recognize  that  sticking  with  the  States  may  only  further  pun- 
ish our  children  and  bankrupt  our  welfare  system. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  ask  if  I  can  use  some  of  Con- 
gress— Representative  Regula's  time,  because 

Chairman  Ford.  No,  I  am  afraid  not. 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  All  right. 

Well,  most  of  this  will  be  in  the  record,  but  I  think  it  is  impor- 
tant that  you  know  I  would  not  have  had  to  be  on  welfare  in  the 
first  place  should  I  have  been  able  to  receive  the  child  support  that 
the  court  had  ordered  for  my  family  and  myself.  And  I  would  like 
to  see  us  pay  a  lot  of  attention  to  child  support  collection. 

[The  prepared  statement  and  attachment  follow:] 


LYNN  C.  WCOLSEY 
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TESTIMONY  OF  REP.  LYNN  WOOLSEY 
WAYS  AND  MEANS  SUBCOMMITTEE 
WELFARE  REFORM 
JULY  27,  1994 

THANK  YOU,  MR.  CHAIRMAN.   I  AM  PLEASED  TO  BE  JOINED  BY  MY 
DISTINGUISHED  SENIOR  COLLEAGUE  TODAY,  REPRESENTATIVE  REGULA,  THE 
CO-AUTHOR  OF  OUR  LEGISLATION,  "THE  WORKING  OFF  WELFARE  ACT,"  OR 
"WOW.  " 

TOGETHER,  WE  HAVE  CRAFTED  A  TOUGH,  BUT  FAIR  PLAN  THAT  IS  BASED  ON 
EXPERIENCE.   MY  EXPERIENCE  AS  A  FORMER  WELFARE  MOTHER  TWENTY  FIVE 
YEARS  AGO,  AND  HIS  AS  AN  EXPERIENCED  LEGISLATOR,  WHO  HAS  SEEN 
NUMEROUS  ATTEMPTS  AT  FIXING  THE  WELFARE  SYSTEM  DURING  HIS  23 
YEARS  IN  CONGRESS.   IN  FACT,  MR.  REGULA  WAS  STARTING  HIS  CAREER 
IN  CONGRESS  AT  THE  SAME  TIME  I  WAS  PERSONALLY  EXPERIENCING 
WELFARE . 

WE  CAME  TOGETHER  BECAUSE,  FROM  OUR  DIFFERENT  BACKGROUNDS,  BECAUSE 
WE  KNOW  THAT  THE  WELFARE  SYSTEM  IS  BROKEN.   IT  DOESN'T  WORK  FOR 
THE  RECIPIENT.   IT  DOESN'T  WORK  FOR  THE  TAXPAYER,  AND  IT  NEEDS 
FUNDAMENTAL  CHANGE. 

I  KNOW  FIRSTHAND  THE  MERITS  AND  FAULTS  OF  OUR  WELFARE  SYSTEM 
BECAUSE  IN  1968,  I  WAS  A  DIVORCED,  WORKING  MOTHER  STRUGGLING  TO 
RAISE  MY  THREE  SMALL  CHILDREN  IN  MARIN  COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA.   THE 
BREAKUP  OF  MY  MARRIAGE  HAD  LEFT  ME  WITHOUT  CHILD  SUPPORT  AND 
HEALTH  CAPE  FOR  MY  CHILDREN.   IN  ORDER  TO  SURVIVE,  I  TURNED  TO 
WELFARE  TO  SUPPLEMENT  MY  EARNINGS. 

MY  EXPERIENCE  ON  WELFARE,  AND  THE  KNOWLEDGE  THAT  OTHER  FAMILIES 
OFIEN  NEED  MORE  HELP  THAN  I  DID  TO  GET  BACK  ON  THEIR  FEET,  NEVER 
LEAVES  ME.   IT  SERVES  AS  THE  FOUNDATION  FOR  THIS  LEGISLATION. 

UNLIKE  OTHER  PROPOSALS,  THE  WORKING  OFF  WELFARE  ACT  RECOGNIZES 
THAT  THE  KEY  TO  WELFARE  REFORM  IS  NOT  TO  REDUCE  THE  AVAIL;^.BILITY 
OF  ASSISTANCE,  IT  IS  TO  REDUCE  THE  NEED  FOR  ASSISTANCE. 

TOO  OFTEN,  INDIVIDUALS  ARE  FORCED  TO  GO  ON  WELFARE  BECAUSE  OTHER 
SYSTEMS  HAVE  FAILED  THEM.   WHEN  WE  HAVE  STRONG  CHILD  SUPPORT 
COLLECTION  LAWS;  HEALTH  CARE  FOR  ALL  AMERICANS;  AFFORDABLE  CHILD 
CARE  FOR  WORKING  FAMILIES;  AND  JOBS  THAT  PAY  A  FAMILY  WAGE; 
FIXING  THE  WELFARE  SYSTEM  WILL  BE  A  LOT  EASIER  BECAUSE  MANY 
FAMILIES  WILL  NOT  NEED  TO  TURN  TO  WELFARE  IN  THE  FIRST  PLACE. 

THE  LARGER  QUESTION  IS:   HOW  DO  WE  MAKE  WELFARE  WORK  FOR  FAMILIES 
ALREADY  TRAPPED  IN  THE  SYSTEM?   THE  ANSWER  IS:    WE  MUST  MUST 
CHANGE  THE  PURPOSE  OF  THE  WELFARE  OFFICE  FROM  ISSUING  WELFARE 
CHECKS  TO  ASSISTING  RECIPIENTS  THROUGH  EDUCATION  AND  TRAINING 
PROGRAMS  AND  INTO  JOBS  THEY  CAN  AFFORD  TO  LIVE  ON. 


THE  WORKING  OFF  WELFARE  ACT  DOES  THIS  BY  SUPPORTING  FAMILIES 
THROUGH  THE  PROCESS  UNTIL  THEY  ARE  OFF  WELFARE  FOR  GOOD.   OUR 
BILL  REQUIRES  STATES  TO  ESTABLISH  A  SINGLE,  CONVENIENT  LOCATION 
IN  THE  COMMUNITY  THAT  PROVIDES  FAMILIES  WITH  ACCESS  TO  THE 
INFORMATION  AND  ASSISTANCE  THEY  NEED.   AND,  IT  MAKES  INDIVIDUAL 
CASE  MANAGERS  AVAILABLE  TO  GUIDE  RECIPIENTS  THROUGH  THE  SYSTEM  AS 
SWIFTLY  AS  POSSIBLE. 

"WOW"  KEEPS  FAMILIES  TOGETHER  BY  ABOLISHING  RULES  WHICH  PREVENT 
TWO- PARENT  FAMILIES  FROM  RECEIVING  BENEFITS. 

"WOW"  ENCOURAGES  WORK  BY  ALLOWING  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  TO  KEEP  MORE 
OF  THEIR  EARNINGS  AND  BENEFITS  (SUCH  AS  CHILD  CARE,  HEALTH  CARE, 
AND  CHILD  SUPPORT)  AS  THEY  ENTER  THE  WORKFORCE. 
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MORE  IMPORTANTLY,  "WOW"  CALLS  FOR  FUNDAMENTAL  CHANGE  IN  THE  WAY 
WE  SPEND  OUR  TAX  DOLLARS  ON  TWO  KEY  ELEMENTS  OF  WELFARE  REFORM: 
JOB  TRAINING  AND  CHILD  SUPPORT  COLLECTION. 

IT  IS  A  WASTE  OF  TAXPAYER'S  MONEY  TO  TRAIN  PEOPLE  FOR  DEAD  END, 
LOW  WAGE  JOBS  THEY  CANNOT  SUPPORT  THEIR  FAMILIES  ON.   THE 
"WORKING  OFF  WELFARE"  ACT  IDENTIFIES  JOBS  IN  THE  COMMUNITY  THAT 
PAY  A  FAMILY  WAGE,  AND  INSISTS  THAT  OUR  FEDERAL  PROGRAMS  TRAIN 
WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  FOR  THEM. 

FURTHER,  WE  CAN  NO  LONGER  AFFORD  TO  INVEST  IN  A  STATE - BY - STATE 
CHILD  SUPPORT  SYSTEM  THAT  COLLECTS  ONLY  $1  FOR  EVERY  $10  DOLLARS 
OWED  BY  ABSENT  PARENTS  WHO  CROSS  STATE  LINES. 

IN  ORDER  TO  DELIVER  THE  $34  BILLION  IN  COURT-ORDERED  CHILD 
SUPPORT  THAT  GOES  UNCOLLECTED  EACH  YEAR,  THE  "WORKING  OFF 
WELFARE"  ACT  WOULD  FEDERALIZE  THE  CHILD  SUPPORT  COLLECTION  SYSTEM 
--  PUTTING  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT  IN  CHARGE  OF  COLLECTING  CHILD 
SUPPORT  DIRECTLY  FROM  THE  ABSENT  PARENT'S  PAYCHECK,  NO  MATTER 
WHERE  THEY  ARE  IN  THE  COUNTRY. 

I  SUPPORT  THE  CONGRESSIONAL  CAUCUS  FOR  WOMEN'S  ISSUES  CHILD 
SUPPORT  LEGISLATION,  AND  I  APPLAUD  MY  WOMEN  COLLEAGUES  ON  BOTH 
SIDES  OF  THE  AISLE  FOR  PUTTING  FORWARD  SOME  COMMON  SENSE 
SOLUTIONS  FOR  COLLECTING  CHILD  SUPPORT.   BUT  I  THINK  THAT  THE 
CASE  FOR  FEDERALIZATION  IS  CLEARCUT,  AND  SO  DO  MEMBERS  FROM  ALL 
SIDES  OF  THE  POLITICAL  SPECTRUM,  FROM  REPRESENTATIVE  RON  DELLUMS 
TO  REPRESENTATIVE  HENRY  HYDE,  WHO  RECOGNIZE  THAT  STICKING  WITH 
THE  STATES  WILL  ONLY  FURTHER  PUNISH  CUR  CHILDREN  AND  BANKRUPT  OUR 
WELFARE  SYSTEM. 

AS  A  RECENT  USA  TODAY  EDITORIAL  SAID:   "THE  STATES  HAVE  HAD 
TWENTY  YEARS  TO  MAKE  THEIR  CHILD  SUPPORT  LAWS  WORK.   THEY  HAVE 
LARGELY  FAILED.   IT'S  TIME  FOR  FEDERAL  INTERVENTION." 

WHILE  IT  MAY  BE  TOUGH  TO  PASS  COMPREHENSIVE  WELFARE  REFORM  THIS 
SESSION,  I  BELIEVE  THERE  IS  BIPARTISAN  CONSENSUS  IN  CONGRESS  THAT 
WE  CAN  MOVE  FORWARD  ON  CHILD  SUPPORT  REFORM  THIS  YEAR.   IT  MAKES 
SENSE  THAT  WE  FIX  THE  CHILD  SUPPORT  SYSTEM  FIRST.   AFTER  ALL,   IF 
I  HAD  RECEIVED  THE  CHILD  SUPPORT  THAT  WAS  OWED  TO  MY  FAMILY,  I 
WOULD  NEVER  HAVE  NEEDED  TO  GO  ON  WELFARE  IN  THE  FIRST  PLACE.   TOO 
MANY  AMERICAN  FAMILIES  ARE  FACING  THE  SAME  SITUATION  TODAY. 

I  ENCOURAGE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  TO  PASS  CHILD  SUPPORT  REFORM  THIS 
YEAR,  AND  TO  CONTINUE  ITS  WORK  ON  CRAFTING  COMPREHENSIVE  WELFARE 
REFORM  LEGISLATION.   I  LOOK  FORWARD  TO  WORKING  WITH  YOU  TO 
INCORPORATE  THE  PROPOSALS  IN  THE  WORKING  OFF  WELFARE  ACT  INTO 
THAT  REFORM. 

MAKE  NO  MISTAKE,  WELFARE  REFORM  WILL  REQUIRE  AN  UPFRONT 
INVESTMENT,  BUT  IT  WILL  REAP  LONG-TERM  RESULTS.   THE  CHOICE  COMES 
DOWN  TO  THIS,  MR.  CHAIRMAN:   EITHER  WE  PUNISH  INNOCENT  CHILDREN 
BECAUSE  THEY  ARE  POOR,  OR,  AS  WAS  THE  CASE  WITH  MY  FAMILY,  WE 
INVEST  IN  HELPING  FAMILIES  GET  OFF  WELFARE  FOREVER. 

THANK  YOU. 


THE  WORKING  OFF  WELFARE  ACT 

H.R.  4318 

Introduced  by 
Representative  Lynn  Woolsey  and  Representative  Ralph  Regula 


STRENGTHENS  SUPPORT  SERVICES  AND  CASE  MANAGEMENT 

•  Requires  states  to  coordinate  services  and  assistance:    Requires  states 
wherever  possible  to  establish  a  single  location  in  the  community  where 
recipients  can  apply  for  the  services  and  benefits  they  need.    It  also  makes 
case  managers  available  to  guide  each  recipient  through  the  system  and  into 
the  workforce. 

•  Requires  long-term  tracking  of  results:    Requires  states  to  develop  systems 
to  measure  the  long-term  progress  of  the  families  receiving  services,  so  that 
states  can  learn  whether  their  services  are  doing  any  good. 

IMPROVES  JOB  TRAINING  AND  EDUCATION  PROGRAMS 

•  Expands  and  revamps  the  JOBS  program:    Triples  funding  for  the  JOBS 
program  which  provides  education  and  training  assistance  for  AFDC  families. 
The  bill  improves  the  federal  match  rate  to  make  it  possible  for  states  to  take 
advantage  of  these  new  funds.    At  the  same  time,  it  requires  states  to  expand 
their  focus  to  jobs  of  the  future,  and  non-traditional  occupations  for  women, 
and  seeks  to  hold  states  accountable  through  performance  standards  which 
measure  whether  a  state  program  succeeds  in  getting  its  participants  out  of 
poverty. 

•  Requires  use  of  self-sufficiency  standard  for  federal  job  training  efforts: 

Requires  federal  agencies  responsible  for  job  training  to  identify  the  income 
level  needed  to  truly  reach  self-sufficiency,  and  to  ensure  that  federal  job 
training  efforts  are  directed  toward  helping  families  reach  self-sufficiency. 

•  Ends  restrictions  on  education:    Eliminates  the  current  JOBS  program  rules 
which  make  it  more  difficult  to  assign  a  participant  to  education  when  it  is 
needed. 

ABOLISHES  FINANCIAL  PENALTIES  AGAINST  TWO-PARENT  FAMILIES 

•  Eliminates  current  rules  which  punish  two  parent  families  by  making  it 
impossible  for  them  to  receive  assistance. 
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ENCOURAGES  WORK 

•  Ends  penalties  on  work:    Requires  states  to  end  the  practice  of  cutting  aid  on 
a  dollar-for-dollar  basis  when  a  parent  gets  a  job.    Makes  it  possible  for  a  poor 
family  to  receive  child  care  and  health  care  needed  for  work  without  entering 
the  welfare  system. 

•  Expands  child  care  assistance  needed  for  work:    Eliminates  rules  which 
have  made  it  more  difficult  for  families  to  receive  child  care  assistance  when 
they  leave  welfare,  and  requires  states  to  provide  direct  assistance  to  families 
where  a  parent  is  working  but  is  so  poor  that  she  still  qualifies  for  AFDC. 

•  Prohibits  further  reductions  of  AFDC  assistance:    Prohibits  states  from 
cutting  their  benefits  further  and  encourages  them  to  use  "fill  the  gap" 
budgeting  to  create  a  work  and  welfare  package  that  will  help  families  get  off 
welfare  permanently.    Though  AFDC  benefits  are  below  poverty  in  every 
state,  some  states  have  cut  their  benefits  further  in  recent  years. 

•  Improves  operation  of  the  Earned  Income  Tax  Credit:    Requires  the 
Treasury  Department  to  develop  a  system  to  ensure  that  the  Earned  Income 
Tax  Credit  can  be  available  to  families  who  need  it  when  they  need  it. 

INCREASES  CHILD  SUPPORT  COLLECTION 

•  Stiffens  child  support  enforcement  and  enhances  paternity  establishment: 

Takes  child  support  enforcement  responsibilities  out  of  the  hands  of  the  states 
and  puts  it  at  the  Internal  Revenue  Service.    The  bill  also  dramatically 
increases  paternity  establishment. 

•  Ensures  that  families  benefit  from  child  support:    Eliminates  rules  which  prevent 
family  from  benefitting  when  an  absent  parent  increases  his  support  payment. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Are  you  in  consort  with  the  Women's  Caucus  is- 
sues on  child  support  enforcement? 

Ms.  WOOLSEY.  I  am,  except  I  would  like  to  see  child  support  Fed- 
eralized. I  would  like  to  see  the  Federal  Government  be  in  charge 
of  collections.  I  agree  with  what  USA  Today  has  written  recently, 
and  that  is  that  we  have  had  20  years  in  order  to  experiment  with 
State  programs  to  collect  child  support.  They  have  failed.  And  I 
think  we  should  be  going  to  the  next  step  now,  and  federalize  child 
support.  Only  one  out  of  every  $10  that  is  owed  in  interstate  cases 
is  collected.  We  are  failing  miserably  there. 

Chairman  Ford.  Should  we  decouple  the  issues? 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  The  child  support  from  the  welfare?  I  would  like 
to  see  it  done  together.  If  it  can't  be,  I  think  we  should — I  see  child 
support  as  the  verv  logical  first  step  in  welfare  reform.  Once  we 
have  health  care  taken  care  of 

Chairman  FoRD.  Mr.  Hall,  your  demonstration  program,  why 
would  we  want  to  demonstrate  the  program  if  you  think  it  is  a  good 
program.  Since  we  are  talking  about  welfare  reform,  why  would  we 
not  want  to  include  this  into  the  bill? 

Mr.  Hall.  I  would  love  to,  and  that  is  what  I  would  originally 
propose,  but  we  are  talking  about  so  much  money,  I  am  not  sure 
that  the  Congress 

Chairman  Ford.  How  would  it  be  talking  about  so  much  money? 
I  don't  understand,  why  would  it  cost  so  much  money? 

Mr.  Hall.  Well,  if  you  are  going  to  allow  microenterprise  across 
the  board,  I  think  what  you  are  going  to  see  is  tremendous — and 
also  take  the  assets  up  to  $10,000,  because  it  has  never  been  done 
before.  We  are  not  quite  sure  what  it  is  going  to  cost  the  Treasury. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  don't  know  how  you  determine  the  cost.  Do 
you  have  any  CBO  numbers  on  that? 

Mr.  Hall.  No,  I  do  not. 

Mrs.  Collins  of  Illinois.  Mr.  Chairman,  if  I  might,  the  Presi- 
dent's bill  recognizes  the  value  of  microenterprises.  It  authorizes 
$40  million,  which  we  know  is  not  a  lot  of  money  for 
microenterprise  demonstration  projects  for  the  fiscal  year  1997 
through  the  year  2002.  It  also  requires  HHS  and  the  Department 
of  Agriculture  to  issue  regulations  disregarding  income  for  the 
microenterprise  for  the  purpose  of  receiving  AFDC  and  food 
stamps.  I  think  even  though  $40  million  is  not  a  lot  of  money,  it 
certainly  is  something  that  gets  the  program  on  the  road. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 


TONY  P.  HALL 


HOUSE  COMMITTEE  ON  RULES 


CONGRESSIONAL  HUNGER  CAUCUS 
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ftODSE  Of  TUqjrtsCTtatiDes 
IDashinfiton,  B£  20515 

July  28,  1994 

The  Honorable  Harold  E.  Ford 

Chairman,  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources 

Ways  and  Means  Committee 

B-317  Rayburn  Building 

House  of  Representatives 

Washington,  D.C.  20515 

Dear  Mr.  Chairman: 

Thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  your  committee  on 
welfare  reform.  I  am  writing  to  follow-up  on  your  question  on  the  differences 
between  the  costs  of  the  IDA/Microenterprise  Demonstrations  in  the  Work  and 
Responsibility  Act  of  1994  (H.R.  4605),  and  my  legislation,  the 
Microenterprise  and  Asset  Development  Act  (H.R.  455)  /  Individual  Development 
Account  Demonstration  Act  (H.R.  456). 

First,  I  want  to  answer  your  question  on  the  costs  of  H.R.  455  and  H.R. 
456  as  free  standing  bills  changing  current  law.  The  Congressional  Budget 
Office  (CBO)  estimated  that  H.R.  455  would  cost  $260  million  over  a  five  year 
period,  while  H.R.  456  would  fund  IDA  demonstration  programs  at  $100  million 
per  year  for  five  years.  (CBO  cost  estimate  is  enclosed.) 

The  following  chart  is  a  comparison  between  H.R.  4605  and  H.R.  455  on 
the  changes  they  each  would  make  on  the  asset  limits  for  AFDC  recipients. 
While  I  am  generally  pleased  with  the  provisions  in  H.R.  4605  regarding  IDAs, 
I  have  strong  concerns  about  the  income  disregard  for  microenterprises  in  H.R. 
4605. 


COMPARISON  BETWEEN  H.R.  4605  AND  H.R.  455 

H.R.  4605  H.R.  455 

asset  limit  in  IDAs  for 

retirement  savings         none  $10,000 

asset  limit  in  IDAs  for 

savings  for  education       $10,000  $10,000 

asset  limit  in  IDAs  for 

savings  for  home  purchase    $10,000  $10,000 

income  disregard  for 

microenterprises  waiver  by  Departments   $10,000  (for  2  years) 
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I  believe  demonstration  projects  on  microenterprises  have  already  proven 
effective  and  it  is  time  to  make  these  income  disregards  for  self -employment 
permanent.  According  to  the  attached  CBO  estimate,  the  section  of  H.R.  455 
only  dealing  with  income  disregard  related  to  self -employment  would  be  $120 
million  over  five  years.  Some  of  these  costs  in  this  CBO  estimate  have 
already  been  included  in  the  costs  of  H.R.  4605,  and  therefore  the  amount 
would  be  less. 

As  you  know,  CBO  cost  estimates  cannot  include  anticipated  savings. 
However,  I  believe  that  by  making  the  income  disregard  for  microenterprises 
permanent,  we  will  actually  save  money  in  the  long  term.  Many  welfare 
recipients  would  be  more  likely  to  become  self-employed  and  would  not  need  to 
be  on  the  welfare  rolls.  This  would  save  the  tax-payers  millions  of  dollars 
and  allow  many  people  to  end  their  own  poverty  with  dignity. 

Thank  you  again  for  your  leadership  on  welfare  reform  and  I  would 
request  that  this  letter  be  made  part  of  the  committee's  record.  If  you  have 
any  further  questions  on  H.R.  455  or  H.R.  456,  please  do  not  hesitate  to 
contact  me. 


sSincerely"Yours, 

I  ! 

Tony 

Member  ^,f  Congress 


Tony  P.  MiU 
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Chairman  Ford.  All  right. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  And,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  would  like  to  add  some- 
thing. I  think  we  have  to  recognize  that  welfare  reform  is  going  to 
require  an  up-front  investment.  I  mean  we  are  going  to  invest  now 
so  that  in  the  long  run  we  can  get  people  off  of  welfare  perma- 
nently. Our  bill  includes  microenterprise  language,  also.  This  Na- 
tion must  invest  now  in  order  to  have  long-term  results. 

Chairman  Ford.  Being  a  former  recipient  yourself,  we  want  to 
make  sure  that  we  don't  create  another  layer  of  entitlement,  an- 
other layer  of  an  entitlement  program  to  really  trap  the  welfare 
population  into  this  vicious  cycle  in  which  they  have  been  in  for  so 
long. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  When  the  question  is  asked,  what  are  we  going 
to  do  2  years  and  you  are  off,  I  mean  if  we  keep  people 

Chairman  Ford.  You  don't  have  that  in  your  bill,  you  don't  have 
the  2-year  term  limit. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  No,  I  don't,  and  I  believe  the  goal  has  to  be  to  get 
people  off  of  welfare  permanently,  but  I  also  believe  that  we  need 
to  have  jobs  that  pay  a  family  wage  so  they  would  rather  be  in 
those  jobs  than  living  on  anywhere  from  $300  to  $600  a  month. 
That  is  punishment  enough. 

Chairman  Ford.  As  chairman  of  the  Human  Resources  Sub- 
committee over  the  past  13  years  that  I  have  chaired  this  sub- 
committee, it  is  clear  to  me  that  people  on  welfare  want  to  work. 

Ms.  WoOLSEY.  They  do. 

Chairman  Ford.  They  want  to  go  into  the  work  force.  It  is  true 
with  70  percent  of  the  people  coming  off  in  the  first  18  months.  The 
problem  with  it  is  that  60  percent  of  them  go  back  on.  That  is  be- 
cause of  wages  and  all. 

Ms.  WooLSEY.  And  benefits. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  asking  questions  to  Members  as  we  go. 
Those  of  you  who  want  to  leave  afterward,  you  can  go.  Now  we  are 
going  to  go  to  the  next  person. 

Mr.  Talent,  you  are  next,  and  then  Mr.  Hutchinson,  you  are  next. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  JAMES  M.  TALENT,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  MISSOURI 

Mr.  Talent.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I,  too,  want  to  add 
my  thanks  to  you  for  your  patience  and  your  giving  the  opportunity 
to  so  many  Members  to  testify  about  their  ideas.  I  prepared  testi- 
mony which  I  have  submitted  for  the  record  and  I  would  invite 
the 

Chairman  Ford.  That  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  and  you 
may  summarize. 

Mr.  Talent.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

What  I  would  like  to  do  is  ask  the  committee  to  consider  two 
questions  which  need  to  be  considered  as  part  of  this  debate.  I  am 
looking  at  the  issue  of  the  out-of-wedlock  birth  rate  and  the  rela- 
tionship between  that  and  our  welfare  system. 

The  first  question  I  think  we  need  to  look  at  is  do  we  think  that 
the  out-of-wedlock  birth  rate  is  a  major  problem  in  American  life 
today,  and  how  big  a  problem  do  we  think  it  is?  Thirty-two  percent 
of  the  kids  bom  in  the  United  States  this  vear  will  be  bom  out  of 
wedlock.  I  am  convinced,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  is  one  of  the  big- 
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gest  threats  to  American  life  and  our  lifestyle,  to  continued  decency 
and  prosperity  in  this  country. 

I  think  if  somebody  came  down  from  Mars,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
didn't  know  anything  about  this  country  and  studied  what  had 
happened  in  the  last  30  years,  and  had  seen  the  growth  in  the  out- 
of-wedlock  birth  rate  from  7  percent  in  1965  to  32  percent  today, 
they  would  conclude 

Chairman  Ford.  To  what  today? 

Mr.  Talent.  Thirty-two  percent  today,  Mr.  Chairman. 

They  would  conclude  that  this  is  the  most  important  change  in 
American  social  arrangements,  a  change  that  really  annihilates  all 
other  changes.  And  the  reason  is  obvious,  I  think,  Mr.  Chairman. 

The  family  is  the  basic  socializing  tool,  the  group  around  which 
all  our  other  social  arrangements  are  ordered.  It  is  the  tool  that  we 
use  to  socialize  kids  in  compassion,  respect  for  others,  commitment 
to  the  community  and  tolerance.  And  families  that  never  include 
fathers  are  not  as  good  as  families  that  do. 

They  simply  don't  socialize  kids  as  well  as  families  in  which 
there  are  at  least  two  parents  at  least  when  the  kids  are  bom.  Kids 
born  out  of  wedlock  are  three  times  as  likely  to  fail  in  school,  twice 
as  likely  to  commit  crimes,  164  percent  more  likely  to  have  out-of- 
wedlock  children  themselves.  It  is  a  major  problem,  and  I  think 
maybe  the  most  significant  problem  that  we  are  facing. 

The  second  question  I  suggest  the  committee  consider  very  care- 
fully is  whether  there  is  a  link,  a  causal  link,  between  the  way  we 
have  ordered  the  welfare  system  and  the  increase  in  the  out-of- 
wedlock  birth  rate.  I  think  there  is,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  think  the  evi- 
dence is  overwhelming  that  there  is. 

To  suggest  otherwise  is  to  deny  that  important  financial  incen- 
tives, large  financial  incentives,  have  an  effect  on  human  behavior. 
And  what  the  welfare  system  says  to  people  today  really  lures 
young  people  into  thinking,  look,  if  I  don't  wait  to  have  children 
until  I  have  a  work  skill  and  until  I  am  married,  the  welfare  sys- 
tem will  provide  me  a  package  of  benefits  worth  anywhere  from 
$8,500  to  $15,000  a  year,  an  enormous  financial  incentive  for  some- 
body coming  from  a  lower-income  background. 

What  would  happen  if  we  eliminated  the  mortgage  deduction, 
Mr.  Chairman?  Wouldn't  that  have  an  effect  on  how  many  homes 
people  bought? 

I  will  give  you  another  example.  Suppose  there  was  a  couple  in 
school,  who  had  decided  to  stay  together  for  life.  They  wanted  to 
have  kids.  They  decided  they  were  going  to  wait  until  they  got  out 
of  school,  until  they  were  earning  more  money.  But  they  had  a 
grandparent,  a  sugar  dad  or  a  sugar  mom  who  said,  look,  I'd  like 
grandkids  right  away.  If  you  go  ahead  and  have  kids  right  away 
I  will  set  you  up  in  an  apartment  with  medical  care  and  I  will  give 
you  some  walking  around  money. 

Would  that  affect  their  decision  about  when  they  were  going  to 
have  kids?  You  bet  it  would  be  a  factor.  It  is  not  so  much  that  they 
would  have  kids  to  get  that  arrangement.  It  is  that  the  arrange- 
ment would  affect  when  they  had  the  children  they  would  have 
anyway,  and  the  social  arrangement,  the  marriage  arrangement,  in 
which  they  would  otherwise  have  the  kids.  And  I  think  that  is 
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going  on  today  among  low-income  Americans  because  of  the  welfare 
system. 

My  bill  addresses  that  problem,  and  I  think  the  good  thing  is 
that  we  don't  have  to  choose  between  either  abandoning  the  poor 
or  continuing  a  system  that  provides  an  incentive  that  destroys 
their  families.  Given  what  we  know  and  what  we  have  learned 
about  the  welfare  system  in  the  last  30  years,  there  is  no  reason, 
Mr.  Chairman,  why  we  cannot  set  up  the  system  so  that  we  assist 
the  poor,  so  we  provide  real  help  to  them,  without  altering  the  nat- 
ural financial  situation  which  leads  them  to  make  healthy  decisions 
about  when  they  form  families  and  how  they  form  them. 

My  bill  is  an  attempt  to  alter  the  way  we  provide  welfare  to  peo- 
ple in  order  to  accomplish  that.  And  I  go  into  detail  about  the  bill 
in  my  written  testimony.  I  would  invite  the  committee's  attention 
to  it. 

I  will  close,  Mr.  Chairman,  not  to  trespass  beyond  my  5  minutes, 
with  a  story  that  I  think  is  apropos  to  this,  and  then  really  I  would 
like  to  challenge  the  committee  to  consider  these  issues.  I  was  talk- 
ing with  a  psychologist  back  in  my  district  a  couple  of  months  ago, 
and  he  said,  you  know,  I  have  counseled  an  awful  lot  of  people  in 
my  time,  ana  some  of  them  were  pretty  messed  up.  And  he  said, 
I  have  never  had  anybody  come  in  and  after  working  with  them 
conclude  that  the  reason  they  had  problems  was  they  had  a  bad  ex- 
perience with  a  teacher  or  a  caseworker  or  somebody  from  the  gov- 
ernment whom  they  had  dealt  with.  It  was  because  of  the  family 
situation  in  which  they  were  raised. 

Families  are  what  determines  whether  people  are  happy  or  not. 
And  if  I  am  correct  in  believing  that  the  welfare  system  is  causing 
these  kinds  of  problems  in  American  families  today,  it  is  causing 
much  more  harm  than  any  good  it  could  do,  and  it  is  essential  that 
we  concentrate  attention  on  changing  it. 

I  thank  the  Chairman  for  his  attention  and  the  committee,  also. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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Introduction 


Mr.  Chairman,  1  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  join  you  today  to  discuss  the 
consequences  of  our  current  welfare  system  and  to  discuss  what  I  think  we  need  to  do  to 
truly  end  welfare  as  we  know  it. 

The  reason  I  am  here  and  the  reason  you  are  holding  hearings  is  that  there  is  almost 
no  one  in  this  country  who  would  defend  the  welfare  status  quo.    I  would  equate  the 
discussion  we  are  engaged  in  today  with  the  process  by  which  a  physician  treats  a  cancer 
patient:  before  a  treatment  can  be  prescribed,  the  physician  must  first  diagnose  the  illness; 
only  then  can  a  treatment  be  prescribed. 

Over  the  past  twenty-five  years  the  effects  of  the  welfare  system  in  America  have 
been  diagnosed  by  social  scientists  of  all  political  persuasions.    That  diagnosis  has  revealed  a 
host  of  social  pathologies  which  are  destroying  thousands  of  families  and  are  threatening  the 
lives  of  millions  of  innocent  children.    The  most  serious  of  these  pathologies,  Mr. 
Chairman,  is  the  explosion  in  the  number  of  out  of  wedlock  births.    History,  common 
sense  and  scientific  evidence  all  indict  the  welfare  system  as  an  accomplice  in  this 
societal  affliction. 

Nearly  30  years  ago,  at  the  outset  of  the  War  on  Poverty,  the  out  of  wedlock 
birthrate  in  the  United  States  was  roughly  7%.    Since  that  time,  we  have  spent  nearly  $5 
trillion  on  programs  designed  to  end  poverty,  while  the  number  of  babies  bom  into 
fatherless  homes  has  skyrocketed.    Roughly  32  %  of  all  the  babies  bom  in  the  United  States 
are  bom  out  of  wedlock;  in  many  low-income  urban  communities  the  illegitimacy  rate  is 
almost  80%.    This  means  that  there  are  many  communities  in  our  country  where  8  out  of  10 
children  are  bom  into  a  family,  and  in  fact  a  culture,  where  fatherhood  as  most  Americans 
understand  the  term  does  not  exist.    Children  in  these  circumstances  have  bleak  prospects 
for  succeeding  in  mainstream  society;  they  are  three  times  as  likely  to  fail  in  school,  twice 
as  likely  to  commit  crimes  and  end  up  in  jail,  and,  if  young  girls,  are  164%  more  likely  to 
bear  children  out  of  wedlock  themselves.' 

The  current  welfare  system  is  a  major  culprit  in  this  tragedy.    By  subsidizing  out  of 
wedlock  births,  the  system  rewards  young  men  for  being  irresponsible  and  lures  young 
women  into  a  course  of  action  that  is  destructive  for  them,  their  children,  and  society. 
History  has  proven  that  the  two  most  effective  anti-poverty  programs  are  work  and 
marriage.    Yet,  the  welfare  system  offers  even  teenagen  up  to  $15,000  per  year,  depending 
on  the  State,  on  the  condition  that  they  do  not  work  and  do  not  marry  an  employed  male. 
These  incentives  have  made  marriage  financially  irrational  and  converted  the  low-income 
working  husband  from  a  necessary  breadwinner  into  a  net  financial  handicap. 

A  number  of  scientific  studies  confirm  the  link  between  welfare  and  illegitimacy. 
Research  by  Dr.  C.R.  Winegarden  of  the  University  of  Toledo  found  that  half  of  the 
increases  in  illegitimacy  among  African-Americans  in  recent  decades  could  be  attributed  to 
the  effects  of  welfare.    Research  by  Shelley  Lundberg  and  Robert  D.  Plotnick  of  the 
University  of  Washington  shows  that  an  increase  of  roughly  $200  per  month  in  welfare 
benefits  per  family  causes  the  teenage  illegitimate  birth  rate  in  a  State  to  increase  by  150%. 
Other  studies  have  shown  that,  holding  constant  a  number  of  other  variables  such  as  income, 
parental  education,  and  urban  and  neighborhood  setting,  a  50%  increase  in  the  monthly 
value  of  AFDC  and  Food  Stamp  benefits  leads  to  a  43%  increase  in  the  number  of  out  of 
wedlock  births.^ 

It  is  important  to  emphasize  what  I  am  not  saying:  I  am  not  saying  that  poor  women 
are  having  children  to  get  welfare.    People  don't  have  children  for  money,  but  how  they 
expect  to  support  their  children  does  either  reinforce  or  undermine  social  norms  about  when 
they  have  children,  and  whether  thev  get  married  before  having  them.    In  my  parents' 
generation,  people  understood  the  practical  reality  that  they  simply  could  not  afford  children 
until  they  had  a  work  skill,  and  had  married  someone  who  was  committed  to  help  raise  a 
family.    This  was  a  powerful  deterrent  to  teenage  pregnancy.    Great  Society  programs 
changed  this  reality  by  making  it  fmancially  possible  even  for  teenagers  to  have  children  and 


^Rector,  Robert.    "Combating  Family  Disintegration,  Crime  and  Dependence: 
Welfare  Reform  and  Beyond."    Backgrounder.    Washington:  The  Heritage  Foundation, 
April  1994. 

'Rector,  10-11. 
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set  up  independent  households;  in  fact,  from  a  purely  monetary  point  of  view,  a  young  poor 
woman  is  in  the  short  term  better  off  going  on  welfare  than  taking  a  low-paying,  entry-level 
job.    Only  in  the  larger  term,  when  it  is  too  late,  does  she  realize  that  welfare  has  trapped 
her  and  her  children.    The  brutal  fact  is  that  for  thirty  years,  our  welfare  system  has 
artificially  undermined  the  natural  and  healthy  economic  incentives  which  favor  those  who 
rely  on  work  and  marriage  to  raise  families. 

Nevertheless,  some  social  scientists  still  deny  the  link  between  welfare  incentives  and 
the  out  of  wedlock  birthrate.    Their  major  arguments  are  worth  examining  in  some  detail. 

1)  Some  critics  of  reform  rely  on  the  fact  that  fertility  rates  do  not  differ  between 
welfare  and  non-welfare  mothers;  in  other  words,  women  on  welfare  do  not  have  more 
children  than  other  women.    This  is  true  but  irrelevant,  because  it  deals  only  with  women 
who  are  already  on  welfare.    Again,  neither  I  nor  other  advocates  of  real  reform  are  arguing 
that  large  numbers  of  welfare  mothers  have  additional  children  to  get  more  benefits.   What 
we  are  arguing  is  that  welfare  artificially  alters  the  family  structure  in  which  the  first  child 
is  bom.    We  are  relying  on  what  seems  obvious  to  us:  that  welfare  benefits  worth  $8,500  to 
$15,000  per  year  must  and  does  influence  young  women  in  deciding  whether  to  delay  having 
children  until  they  are  married  and  able  to  support  themselves. 

2)  Many  reform  critics  claim  that  States  with  the  highest  illegitimacy  rates  tend  to 
provide  the  lowest  levels  of  welfare  benefits.     But  comparing  welfare  benefits  across  States 
is  misleading  for  two  reasons.    First,  such  comparisons  often  look  only  at  cash  welfare. 
Many  in-kind  welfare  benefits  are  set  at  the  federal  level  and  either  do  not  vary  in  different 
States  or  are  actually  more  generous  in  low  AFDC  States.    Second,  the  opportunity  costs  of 
welfare  have  to  be  considered  in  determining  its  true  value.    In  many  States  with  relatively 
low  welfare,  the  alternative  to  welfare  is  a  job  paying  wages  which  are  also  low  compared 
to  other  States.    When  these  kinds  of  variables  are  controlled,  the  difference  among  various 
States  becomes  insignificant.    For  example,  in  the  late  1970s,  State-by-State  AFDC 
differences  were  at  their  highest.    California  offered  a  much  more  lucrative  AFDC  benefit 
that  Louisiana.    However,  controlling  for  the  above  variables,  the  package  offered  in  San 
Francisco  turned  out  to  be  66%  of  median  income  and  the  package  in  New  Orleans  was 
65%  of  median  income.' 

Most  importantly,  comparisons  across  State  lines  ignore  the  historical  reality  that 
welfare  increased  tremendously  across  the  United  States  in  the  late  1960s,  producing  an 
overall  national  change  that  dwarfs  the  importance  of  State-by-State  differences. 

3)  Proponents  of  the  existing  system  also  argue  that  over  the  past  20  years,  the  real 
value  of  welfare  cash  payments  has  declined  sharply.    Again,  this  distorts  the  truth  by 
focusing  on  a  decrease  in  one  of  78  welfare  programs  (AFDC),  and  suggesting  that  total 
welfare  spending  per  individual  has  decreased  over  the  past  two  decades.    But  no  responsible 
scientist  denies  that  the  whole  package  of  benefits,  cash  and  in-kind,  has  to  be  considered  in 
determining  the  impact  of  welfare.    And  the  value  of  the  whole  welfare  package  has 
increased  tremendously  since  the  mid- sixties.    In  constant  dollars,  per  capita  cash,  food  and 
housing  aid  is  now  26%  higher  than  in  1980  and  4  times  higher  than  in  1965.* 

4)  Finally,  critics  argue  that  the  lack  of  good  jobs,  rather  than  the  welfare  state,  is  the 
primary  culprit  in  the  breakup  of  the  low-income  family.    But  most  people,  including  the 
poor,  have  always  had  to  begin  their  working  lives  at  lower  paying  jobs;  and  before  the 
advent  of  the  welfare  state,  they  chose  to  do  this  rather  than  have  children  out  of  wedlock. 
For  example,  during  the  height  of  the  Great  Depression,  the  unemployment  rate  was  24.9% 
(today  it  is  6.5%)  yet  the  illegitimate  birth  rate  was  under  3%  (today  it  is  32%). 

In  addition,  studies  have  shown  that  it  is  not  poverty  but  welfare  which  traps  people 
into  cycles  of  dependency.    Consider  these  facts: 

o  The  high  school  drop  out  rate  for  young  African-American  males  from  welfare 

families  is  43%  (compared  to  20%  from  non-welfare  families  of  the  same  income) 
and  the  proportion  that  went  to  jail  is  20%  (compared  to  8%  in  non- welfare  families 
of  the  same  income).    Among  young  white  men,  33%  from  welfare  homes  are  high 
school  dropouts  (compared  to  1 1  %  from  non-welfare  families  of  the  same  income) 
and  8%  have  spent  time  in  jail  (compared  to  2%  otherwise).    To  rq)eat,  these 


^Murray,  Charles.    "Does  Welfare  Bring  More  babies?"    Public  Interest.    115 
(Spring  1994):  17-30. 
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statistics  are  controlled  for  income.    People  from  low-income  homes  are  not 
statistically  more  likely  to  drop  out  of  high  school  or  go  to  jail  than  people  from 
other  income  levels—unless  their  families  were  on  welfare.' 

o  A  recent  study  funded  by  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  (HHS) 

indicated  that  a  50%  increase  in  the  monthly  dollar  value  of  combined  Food  Stamp 
and  AFDC  benefits  (the  primary  federal  welfare  programs)  led  to  a  117%  increase  in 
the  crime  rate  among  young  black  men." 

o  Another  study  showed  that  the  greater  the  percentage  of  single  parent  families  with 

children  in  a  neighborhood,  the  higher  the  rates  of  violent  crime  and  burglary. 
Again,  the  percentage  of  low-income  families  in  a  neighborhood  was  not  a  factor.' 

In  sum,  it  is  not  poverty  that  is  causing  illegitimacy;  it  is  illegitimacy  that  is  causing 
poverty  and  the  other  pathologies  afflicting  our  cities.    And  welfare  is  causing  illegitimacy. 
Of  course  we  should  seek  to  create  more  good  jobs  for  everyone;  that  is  why  I  so  strongly 
favor  pro-growth  fiscal  policies.    But,  the  lack  of  good  jobs  is  not  the  cause  of  the 
breakdown  of  the  family  structure  among  the  poor. 

In  other  words,  history,  common  sense,  and  science  all  confirm  the  obvious:  you  get 
what  you  pay  for.  The  Great  Society's  commitment  to  the  poor  was  a  major  step  forward  in 
policy.  But  the  execution  of  that  poUcy  was  flawed.  We  should  have  seen  that  providing  a 
large  subsidy  to  young  parents  on  the  condition  that  they  neither  work  nor  marry  was  certain 
to  increase  the  number  of  children  bom  out  of  wedlock.  The  very  large  increase  in  benefits 
in  the  1960s  was  a  major  culprit  in  jacking  up  the  illegitimacy  rate;  once  out  of  wedlock 
births  became  more  common,  many  of  the  social  restraints  on  illegitimacy  began  to  erode 
and  the  trend  toward  out  of  wedlock  births  took  on  a  life  of  its  own. 

In  essence,  we  now  have  an  entire  generation  of  children  raised  in  a  situation  where 
there  is  not,  and  never  has  been,  a  father  present  in  the  home.    This  unprecedented 
restructuring  of  American  society  is  at  the  heart  of  our  problems  with  drug  use,  gangs, 
drop-outs,  and  the  like.    The  traditional  family  has  always  been  the  primary  institution  in 
America  which  transmits  the  values  necessary  for  people  to  live  together,  and  it  has  now  for 
the  most  part  disappeared  in  our  low-income  communities.    The  disincentives  to  marriage 
and  work  in  our  welfare  system  have  played  a  major  role  in  this,  and  any  serious  welfare 
reform  proposal  must  address  this  issue. 

Proposals  for  Reform 

I  have  introduced  legislation  which  is  a  full-scale  overhaul  of  the  current  welfare 
system.    President  Clinton  promised  to  "end  welfare  as  we  know  it."   The  best  way  to  do 
that  is  to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it.    My  bill  would  continue  AFDC  for  single  parents  who 
already  have  children,  or  who  give  birth  within  one  year  of  the  effective  date  of  the  law, 
subject  to  certain  work  requirements.    But  it  would  discontinue  welfare  benefits  for 
unmarried  mothers  under  21  years  of  age  with  children  bom  thereafter.    The  savings  from 
this  provision  would  be  given  to  the  States  as  block  giants  to  establish  altemative  programs 
which  care  for  the  children  but  do  not  encourage  illegitimacy  and  dependency. 

I  want  to  make  it  clear:  this  plan  will  not  abandon  the  children  caught  up  in  the 
system;  it  will  take  care  of  them  and  their  mothers.  What  it  will  not  do  is  continue  to 
subsidize  a  dependency  situation  in  which  the  federal  government  indefinitely  assumes  the 
role  of  breadwinner.  The  government  would  continue  to  subsidize  any  other  option  the 
mother  chose:  getting  married  and  at  least  trying  to  set  up  a  home  with  some  chance  of 
being  self-sufficient,  moving  into  a  transitional  setting  where  the  mother  can  leam  how  to 
care  for  herself  and  her  child,  or  even  placing  the  child  for  adoption. 

Again,  this  requirement  is  prospective  only.    This  plan  will  not  affect  people  who  have  had 
children  under  the  current  welfare  system,  though  they  may  be  subject  to  work  requirements.    But, 
for  the  sake  of  the  recipients,  the  children,  and  the  country,  we  must  end  AFDC  as  we  know  it 
from  here  on  out. 
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The  second  part  of  real  welfare  refonn  should  include  sensible  and  serious  work 
requirements.    We  have  learned  from  past  efforts  that  the  federal  govenmient  does  not  know  how 
to  design  work  programs  to  suit  the  vast  array  of  communities  across  the  country.    Four  years  after 
the  "landmark"  1988  welfare  reform  bill,  only  1%  of  AFDC  recipients  worked  in  exchange  for 
their  benefits.    Real  welfare  reform  would  require  at  least  50%  of  the  AFDC  caseload  to  work  in 
exchange  for  benefits  by  1996.    States  should  have  complete  flexibility  to  design  programs  best 
suited  to  their  needs,  as  long  as  they  have  half  of  the  caseload  working  by  1996. 

Sensible  work  requirements  should  be  carefully  targeted  to  affect  those  most  able  to  work, 
focusing  first  on  those  able-bodied  males  in  the  AFDC -UP  program  (the  two-parent  welfare 
program),  then  on  mothers  with  older  children  (about  half  of  the  single  parent  caseload  does  not 
have  a  child  under  age  five).    Only  after  these  requirements  are  met  should  single  mothers  with 
young  children  be  required  to  work.    In  other  words,  the  Sutes  could  meet  a  50%  requirement 
largely  without  requiring  single  mothers  with  small  children  to  work.    This  would  substantially 
reduce  the  burden  on  those  least  able  to  bear  it  and,  because  fewer  support  services  would  be 
required,  reduce  the  cost  of  the  work  requirement.    In  addition,  there  are  approximately  2.5  million 
able-bodied  food  stamp  recipients  who  do  not  have  any  dq)endents.    These  individuals  should  be 
required  to  perform  a  minimal  amount  of  community  service. 

Finally,  it  is  essential  that  we  get  control  of  runaway  welfare  spending.    It  makes  absolutely 
no  sense  to  talk  of  "ending  welfare  as  we  know  it"  and  then  turn  around  and  spend  more  money 
on,  and  put  more  people  into,  this  failed  social  experiment.    From  its  inception  in  1965  to  the 
present,  welfare  spending  has  cost  the  taxpayers  $4.9  trillion  in  constant  1992  dollars.    This  is 
greater  than  the  entire  national  debt.    Total  welfare  spending  now  absorbs  5%  of  GNP,  compared 
to  1.5%  in  1965.    Despite  this  massive  infusion  of  cash  into  low-income  communities,  the  poverty 
rate  has  remained  virtually  unchanged,  from  14.7%  in  1965  to  14.2%  in  1992.    Even  worse,  this 
explosion  in  welfare  spending  is  expected  to  continue;  in  1992,  total  government  welfare  spending 
was  $305  billion,  and  this  is  projected  to  rise  to  $510  billion  by  1998.    To  put  it  another  way,  in 
1998  we  will  be  spending  $2  on  welfare  for  every  $1  spent  on  national  defense. 

The  long  history  of  well-intentioned  welfare  reform  measures  leads  to  one  conclusion:  the 
only  way  to  limit  the  growth  of  welfare  spending  is  to  do  just  that-limit  the  growth  of  welfare 
spending.    We  should  pass  legislation  which  will  place  a  cap  of  3.5%  on  most  welfare  programs. 
This  confines  the  growth  in  spending  to  roughly  the  level  of  inflation  and  prevents  welfare 
caseloads  from  realizing  the  enormous  growth  they  have  under  previous  "refonn"  measures. 
Individual  programs  would  be  permitted  to  grow  greater  or  less  than  3.5%  as  long  as  the  aggregate 
spending  falls  within  a  3.5%  cap.    This  would  be  an  incentive  for  States  to  save  money  and  will 
help  ensure  that  caseloads  really  do  drop.   The  Congressional  Budget  Office  has  estimated  that  this 
provision  would  save  the  taxpayers  $70  billion  over  the  next  five  years. 

Conclusion 

Mr.  Chairman,  the  debate  over  wel^ire  has  sharpened  the  issue  before  this  conunittee  and 
the  Congress.    We  have  seriously  considered,  and  we  must  now  either  accqjt  or  reject,  a  causal 
link  between  the  welfare  system  and  the  out  of  wedlock  birth  rate.   I  question  whether  any 
legislation  which  rejects  that  link  can  have  any  credibility  in  the  country.    But  the  good  news  is  that 
we  can  move  away  from  the  mistakes  of  the  past  without  abandoning  the  generous  impulses  that  led 
to  the  War  on  Poverty.    There  is  no  necessary  conflict  between  public  welfare  and  the  private 
institutions  of  society.   This  Congress  does  not  have  to  choose  between  abandoning  the  poor  and 
destroying  their  families.    The  common  ground  on  which  honest  liberals  and  conservatives  can  meet 
is  fundamental  reform  that  maintains  a  commitment  to  the  poor  but  alters  the  incentives  that  lead  to 
dq)endency.    This  is  the  vision  which  animates  my  legislation  and  which  I  respectfully  suggest  as 
the  basis  for  the  Committee's  efforts. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Talent,  the  problem  with  out-of-wedlock 
childbearing  is  that  we  don't  see  any  evidence  to  support  what  you 
are  saying.  If  you  have  some  evidence  to  support  that,  we  really 
need  to  be  privy.  I  will  tell  you  why. 

According  to  the  reports  in  1991,  1,2  million  children  were  born 
out  of  wedlock.  We  have  no  numbers  as  to  what  percentages  of  the 
1.2  million  children  that  were  bom  out  of  wedlock  were  born  into 
welfare.  We  know  the  percentages  of  welfare  recipients  who  are  in 
fact  having  children  out  of  wedlock. 

But  other  countries,  as  well  as  America,  without  welfare  systems 
like  ours,  are  experiencing  a  lot  of  births  out  of  wedlock.  We  have 
not  seen  it.  No  one  has  given  us  any  evidence  from  any  study  at 
all  that  we  can  talk  about  that  will  add  any  validity  to  what  you 
are  saying.  We  are  seeking  that  information. 

I  am  not  a  supporter  of  out-of-wedlock  childbirths  at  all.  We  need 
to  do  something  about  that  social  issue  in  society.  But  to  look  at 
the  welfare  children  of  this  country,  as  Mr.  Matsui  said  earlier 
today,  I  don't  think  we  can  make  that  judgment  or  make  that  call 
until  we  see  some  evidence  or  some  reports  or  some  numbers  that 
we  can  look  at  and  say  that  this  is  a  problem  and  let's  address  it. 
This  might  not  be  the  forum  to  address  it  in  welfare.  We  don't  have 
1.2  million  children  coming  on  welfare  a  year,  so  the  vast  majority 
of  out-of-wedlock  children  are  not  welfare  children.  That  is  a  prob- 
lem in  society  that  we  must  address. 

We  are  not  going  to  cure  that  problem  here.  And  Ms.  Woolsey 
just  said  1  minute  ago,  her  divorce  forced  her  into  welfare.  If  you 
look  at  the  welfare  population,  there  are  a  lot  of  children  who  are 
from  divorced  families  who  are  faced  with  this  welfare  problem. 

Mr.  Talent.  If  I  could,  Mr.  Chairman,  you  raise  an  awful  lot  of 
good  points. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  not  trying  to  be  argumentative. 

Mr.  Talent.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  we  need  a  little  more  honest 
argument  over  these  issues.  I  am  glad  you  raised  them.  I  am  glad 
you  are  considering  it  here  in  the  committee.  I  think  I  will  answer 
that  a  little  bit  later,  Mr.  Chairman.  If  I  could  address 

Chairman  Ford.  We  do  have  a  phone  over  here,  if  you  like. 

Mr.  Talent.  If  I  could  address  some  of  the  points  that  you  raise. 
The  proportion  of  the  welfare  caseload  consisting  of  kids  who  were 
born  out  of  wedlock  has  grown  very  substantially  over  the  last 

Chairman  Ford.  I  understand. 

Mr.  Talent.  It  is  by  no  means — it  is  by  no  means  the  whole  case- 
load. I  think  it  is  about  55  or  60/40  now,  with  40  or  45  percent  of 
the  caseload  is  kids  out  of  wedlock.  It  is  much  greater  than  it  used 
to  be.  I  just — respectfully,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  other  countries' 
welfare  systems  contain  the  kinds  of  incentives  that  are  similar  to 
ours  and  have — and  have  repeated  similar  experiences  to  ours. 
They  don't  necessarily  set  it  up  exactly  the  same  way,  but  the  in- 
centive structures  are  the  same. 

I  would  point  the  Chairman — there  is  a  great  deal  of  social  sci- 
entific evidence  and  studies  indicating  this.  I  would  point  the 
Chairman  to  historical  evidence  indicating  a  very  great  increase  in 
the  out-of-wedlock  birth  rate  beginning  at  approximately  the  same 
time  as  there  was  a  very  significant  increase  in  welfare  benefits, 
and  they  were  structured  along  these  lines  in  the  late  sixties. 
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I  think  what  happened,  from  looking  at  it,  is  that  the  increase 
in  benefits  in  the  late  sixties  caused  a  major  increase  in  the  out- 
of-wedlock  birth  rate.  That  then,  as  they  became  more  common,  so- 
cial restraints  against  that,  which  were  fading  anyway  because  of 
general  changes  in  society,  caused  the  movement  to  more  or  less 
take  on  a  life  of  its  own. 

I  think  economic  analysis,  if  you  will,  the  analysis  of  how  people 
act  when  faced  with  different  kinds  of  economic  incentives,  all  sug- 
gest that  this  has  affected  it.  I  think  of  the  fact  that  the  out-of-wed- 
lock birth  rate  is  so  much  greater  among  lower-income  Americans, 
cutting  across  urban,  geographical  lines,  racial  lines,  where — and 
not  so  much  middle-  or  upper-income  Americans,  even  though  the 
social  mores  have  changed  for  everybody,  suggests  that  it  is — if  I 
may  finish,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  it  is  a  financial  incentive,  because 
they  mean  more  to  somebody  coming  from  a  lower-income  back- 
ground. 

I  think  there  is  a  lot  of  evidence,  and  I  think  there  is  a  growing 
political  consensus,  if  I  may  say  so,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  the  Presi- 
dent has  said,  that  there  is  a  link  between  welfare  and  illegitimacy 
and  a  link  between  illegitimacy  and  crime.  It  is  one  of  the  reasons 
that  I  got  into  this  issue,  is  I  felt  like  we  were  reaching  at  least 
the  possibility  of  some  common  ground  on  these  kinds  of  issues 
that  might  make  some  real  significant  political  action  possible. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  really  hope  that  we  focus  here  before  we  start 
cutting  the  children  off  of  assistance  and  try  to  identify  how  we  can 
come  up  with  some  solutions  to  these  social  problems  of  our  coun- 
try. See,  the  proportion  of  children  bom  outside  of  marriage  has 
been  rising  throughout  all  Western  industrialized  countries,  despite 
the  difference  of  the  social  policies.  Between  1960  and  1988,  the 
proportion  of  children  bom  outside  of  marriage  rose  nearly  fivefold 
in  Canada,  France  and  the  United  Kingdom,  as  well  as  Sweden.  So 
we  are  not  the  only  area. 

One  of  the  things  that  we  also  have  to  focus  on  is  that  when  we 
created  the  welfare  policy  almost  some  60  years  ago,  the  way  we 
designed  and  crafted  welfare  policy  of  this  country,  is  that  in  many 
States  up  until  a  few  years  back,  more  than  half  of  the  States  still 
required  only  the  mother  for  head  of  a  household.  In  order  for  the 
children  to  be  eligible  for  welfare,  the  mother  had  to  leave  her  hus- 
band, put  him  out,  he  could  not  be  there. 

We  started  a  trend  in  this  Federal  Govemment  so  we  have  to  ac- 
cept some  of  this  responsibility  for  the  way  we  crafted  this  legisla- 
tion when  we  set  the  welfare  policy  in  place.  So  we  have  to  accept 
some  of  that  responsibility,  even  more  reason  why  we  should  craft 
a  bill  that  would  be  designed  to  address  some  of  the  social  ills  of 
our  society. 

I  know  that  is  what  you  want  to  do,  that  is  what  I  want  to  do, 
and  I  certainly  appreciate  the  debate  today  and  hopefully  we  can 
continue  not  only  on  this  subcommittee,  but  in  our  townhall  ses- 
sions. 

Mr.  Talent.  Can  I  make  one  more  brief  comment? 

It  is  along  the  lines  of  agreeing  with  the  Chairman.  I  think  there 
are  two  halves  to  this  apple.  One  of  them  is  what  I  have  addressed, 
ehminating  the  incentives  which  I  believe  exist  now  in  the  system, 
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and  lure  people  into  setting  up  arrangements  which  then  trap 
them. 

The  other  side,  which  I  think  the  Chairman  is  emphasizing,  and 
I  think  properly  so,  is  an  empowerment  kind  of  agenda,  is  economic 
and  social  policies  which  empower  people  and  families  that  are 
moving  in  tne  direction  of  being  able  to  raise  kids  effectively  and 
being  more  functional.  So,  for  example,  I  think  it  makes  a  great 
deal  of  sense  to  concentrate  some  help  on  lower-income  working 
Americans,  so  that  you  don't  have  to  go  on  welfare  as  a  condition 
of  getting  some  help. 

The  earned  income  tax  credit  is  a  move  in  that  direction.  I 
think — I  am  a  strong  supporter  as  an  empowerment  tool  of  school 
choice  kinds  of  options,  tuition  voucher  kinds  of  options  for  the  poor 
so  they  have  the  same  opportunities  to  education  other  people  do. 
I  am  a  supporter  of  providing  health  care  for  working  Americans. 
I  wouldn't  do  it  necessarily  the  way  the  President  would.  That  is, 
♦long  those  lines.  So  I  think  there  are  two  halves  to  this,  and  it 
is  important  to  emphasize  both. 

But  if  we  don't  change — fundamentally  change  the  welfare  sys- 
tem, we  will  be  in  the  position  we  are  in  with  tobacco  today,  where 
we  subsidize  tobacco  growing  and  then  finance  antismoking  cam- 
paigns, so  we  have  two  ends  working  against  the  middle. 

I  thank  the  Chairman. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Talent. 

Mr.  Hutchinson. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  Y.  TIM  HUTCfflNSON,  A  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ARKANSAS 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  I  will  respect- 
fully clarify  that  I  am  from  the  State  of  Arkansas.  Though  my 
State  has  taken  some  hits  lately,  I  am  still  a  proud  Arkansan. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  do  thank  you  for  calling  the  committee  today 
and  for  establishing  this  forum  to  debate  and  to  discuss  the  whole 
problem  of  welfare  and  how  it  ought  to  be  reformed,  and  I  com- 
mend you  for  that  and  for  your  interest  and  your  leadership  in  the 
whole  issue. 

I  am  reminded  of  some  of  the  statements  that  President  Roo- 
sevelt made  back  when  welfare  first  started  60  years,  almost  60 
years  ago,  when  he  warned  about  it  being  a  narcotic,  when  he 
warned  about  its  temptation  to  induce  to  a  spiritual  and  moral  dis- 
integration. And  I  think  to  a  great  extent  we  have  ignored  some 
of  his  warnings. 

We  have  made  a  devil's  bargain  with  the  poor,  and  I  was  inter- 
ested in  hearing  the  debate  and  discussion  between  yourself  and 
Mr.  Talent,  but  in  effect,  we  said  to  low-income  people  we  will  give 
you  cash,  we  will  give  you  food,  we  will  give  you  health  care,  we 
will  give  you  housing,  we  will  provide  you  social  services  as  long 
as  you  continue  to  neither  work  nor  marry. 

Chairman  FoRD.  That  is  the  way  the  policy  was  set.  That  is  the 
way  we  set  the  policy  up. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  That  is  the  way  we  set  the  policy  up.  And 
what  I  would  argue  is  that,  along  with  Mr.  Talent,  that  it  is  self- 
evident  that  that  policy  has  contributed  to  some  of  the  social 
pathologies  that  we  see  in  our  society.  And  while  we  may  have 
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made  some  changes,  we  need  to  make  a  lot  more.  And  they  need 
to  be  very  fundamental  changes. 

And  I  think  that  the  American  people  basically  sense  that.  And 
so  it  is  somewhat  frustrating  for  me,  as  I  have  sat  here  only  for 
an  hour  or  so,  and  listened  to  the  testimony,  to  hear  it  suggested 
that  what  we  really  need  do  is  make  more  mvestments  and  spend 
more  money.  We  spent  $5  trillion  on  welfare  since  1965.  The  pov- 
erty level  has  not  been  measurably  reduced. 

The  system  has  undermined — and  I  think  saddest  of  all,  the  sys- 
tem has  undermined  the  very  foundation  of  civil  society,  that  is  the 
family.  And  whether  or  not  the  economic  incentives  in  our  welfare 
system  cause  out-of-wedlock  births  and  an  increase  of  that,  it  has 
certainly  been  an  economic  lifeline  for  that.  It  punishes  two-parent 
working  households  while  supporting  those  headed  by  an  unem- 
ployed single  parent. 

And  as  Mr.  Talent  said,  overall,  over  30  percent  of  American  chil- 
dren are  now  born  to  single  mothers.  Two  out  of  three  African- 
American  children  in  the  United  States  are  bom  out  of  wedlock. 
And  demographers  predict  that  out-of-wedlock  births  will  soon  pass 
divorce  as  the  main  reason  for  single-parent  households. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  suggest  that  to  end  the  culture  of  welfare,  we 
must  end  welfare.  And  that  is  why  I  am  glad  to  be  an  original  co- 
sponsor  of  Mr.  Talent's  Welfare  Reform  Act  of  1994.  The  bill  estab- 
lishes tough  work  requirements,  it  caps  welfare  spending,  it  pro- 
vides States  with  new  and  greater  flexibility,  but  most  importantly, 
it  addresses  that  fundamental  issue  of  out-of-wedlock  births. 

This  bill  would  cut  off  welfare  to  unmarried  mothers  under  the 
age  of  21  beginning  1  year  after  enactment,  prospectively.  It  is  not 
going  to  throw  anybody  off  who  is  already  on  there,  and  there  is 
no  intent  at  all  to  punish  or  penalize 

Chairman  Ford.  What  are  you  going  to  do  with  the  child? 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  Precisely.  And  savings  from  the  cutoff  of  AFDC 
and  other  welfare  payments  would  be  converted  into  block  grants, 
given  to  the  States,  with  the  single  mandate  accompanying  those 
grants  that  the  grants  must  be  used  in  programs  designed  to  care 
for  children.  They  could  be  programs 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Hutchinson,  I  don't  want  to  cut  you  off.  Tell 
me  a  little  bit  more.  Are  the  States  going  to  have  a  foster  care 
home?  Are  you  going  to  thrust  them  into  a  home?  What  happens 
to  the  1,500  out-of-wedlock  babies  in  my  hometown  if  your  bill  is 
enacted  into  law?  What  happens? 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  I  think  there  would  be  a  lot  of  creative  ap- 
proaches from  the  States.  Some  might  be  that  there  would  be  close- 
ly supervised  group  homes  in  which  the  mom  and  the  babies  could 
live  together  and  learn  parenting  skills  and  learn  job  skills.  I  think 
other  options  would  be  that  adoption  should  be  made  easier. 

Chairman  Ford.  And  pay  five  times  as  much  as  we  are  talking 
about,  take  the  child  away  from  their  parents?  This  is  what  we 
have  had  all  along,  you  just  described  the  policy  that  we  created 
some  60  years  ago. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  Mr.  Chairman,  all  due  respect,  what  I  de- 
scribed was  not  taking  the  children  from  the  parents. 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  you  said  in  some  cases  give  them  to  or- 
phanages. 
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Mr.  Hutchinson.  I  think  there  are  some  cases  in  which  a  child 
would  be  better  in  an  orphanage  than  in  a  foster  home.  There 
are — I  think  there  ought  to  be  a  number  of  options.  But  one  of 
those  options  would  be  closely  supervised  group  homes  in  which 
the  moms  lived  with  the  children  and  in  a  closely  supervised  envi- 
ronment and  learned  parenting  skills.  I  think  that  that  would  be 
a  healthy  thing. 

But  all  of  these  things  should  be  on  the  table  for  the  States.  But 
the  point  is  not  to  hurt  the  children,  the  children  should  be  cared 
for,  but  to  end  the  cash  payments,  the  subsidy,  the  incentive  for 
out-of-wedlock  births. 

And  I  think  that  the  American  people  sense  that  it  is,  in  fact, 
self-evident,  that  there  is  a  relationship,  there  is  a  connection.  I 
would  argue  that  there  are  studies,  scientific  studies,  and  so  while 
there  may  be  scientific  studies  on  both  sides,  there  is  something 
fundamentally  wrong  with  a  welfare  system  in  which  we  have  in- 
vested trillions  of  dollars,  and  we  have  at  the  same  time  seen  social 
pathologies  in  this  country,  the  breakdown  of  the  family,  skyrocket. 

Chairman  Ford.  It  is  not  fair.  It  is  not  fair  for  us  as  lawmakers 
to  talk  about  trillions  of  dollars  for  the  AFDC  program,  to  wrong- 
fully accuse  the  8  million  children  who  are  on  welfare,  that  the  wel- 
fare program  today  is  a  $12  billion  program  only,  with  exception 
of  about  $8  billion  being  matched  by  the  States.  We  spend  $22  bil- 
lion, not  $200  billion  as  some  might  claim.  If  you  add  food  stamps 
to  that  for  the  13  million  people  or  5  million  adults  and  the  8  mil- 
lion children,  and  you  add  Medicaid  to  that,  those  are  the  things 
that  you  add. 

Now  you  can't  add  public  housing,  because  50  percent  of  the  peo- 
ple living  in  public  housing  do  not  receive  AFDC.  So  for  us  to  come 
and  talk  about  trillions  of  dollars,  we  have  not  spent  trillions  of 
dollars  on  the  welfare  program  for  the  AFDC  population  since  it 
has  been  in  existence.  I  don't  think  it  is  fair  to  these  poor  children 
for  us  to  come  in  here  and  blame  them  for  all  the  social  programs 
in  this  country.  We  are  talking  about  a  $12  billion  Federal  program 
only. 

I  have  had  to  correct  some  of  my  subcommittee  members  on  this 
subcommittee  today.  We  are  not  talking  about  a  $200  billion  pro- 
gram. We  are  talking  about  poor  children  who  are  living  in  these 
inner  cities  and  rural  areas  in  America  and  we  are  going  to  protect 
these  children.  Nobody  is  going  to  come  in  this  room  and  talk  down 
to  these  children  saying  that  they  have  created  all  of  these  budget 
deficit  problems.  They  have  not,  these  are  innocent  children. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  didn't  say  that. 

Chairman  Ford.  Don't  come  here  blaming  all  of  the  social  pro- 
grams on  8  million  children,  because  I  am  not  going  to  allow  it  in 
this  subcommittee  room. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  I  am  blaming  us. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  said  trillions  of  dollars 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  I  am  blaming  the  policies  that  we  have  estab- 
lished. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  mentioned  trillions  of  dollars. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  If  I  might  respond? 

Chairman  FORD.  Keep  the  numbers  correct  in  here.  It  is  not  a 
$22  billion  program,  $12  billion,  maybe  right  at  $13  billion   on 


557 

AFDC.  You  can  add  food  stamps  to  that  population  only;  you  can 
add  Medicaid  to  that  population  only;  anything  beyond  that,  I  am 
going  to  correct  you  before  this  subcommittee. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  think  you  have  a  right  to  de- 
fine welfare  any  way  you  want  to. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  going  to  define  it. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  I  hope  that  you  will  be  respectful  enough  to  me 
to  recognize  that  I  also — I  believe  that  most  American  people  see 
that  if  you  have  someone  receiving  AFDC,  and  they  are  also  receiv- 
ing food  stamps,  and  they  are  also  receiving  public  housing,  and 
they  are  also  receiving  child  care  in  some  States,  or  transportation 
in  some  States,  that  in  order  to  consider  the  welfare  issue,  you 
must  consider  the  whole  package  of  benefits  that  the  welfare  recipi- 
ent is  entitled  to. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  have  no  problem  with  that,  but  the  welfare 
population  is  not  the  only  population  on  the  food  stamp  program, 
they  only  make  up  a  small  portion  of  the  food  stamp  program.  You 
are  not  going  to  add  the  whole  food  stamp  program  for  13  million 
people. 

When  you  look  at  the  food  stamps  and  the  cash  payment  fi^om 
AFDC,  then  we  are  going  to  look  at  the  Medicaid  program.  The 
Medicaid  program,  $85  billion.  These  children  have  nothing  to  do 
with  nursing  home  care.  They  have  nothing  to  do  with  all  of  the 
other  people  on  Medicaid.  I  am  saying,  limit  it  to  the  welfare  popu- 
lation. 

Don't  give  these  innocent,  law-abiding  families  any  added  bur- 
den. We  are  kicking  these  people  around  like  they  are  some  foot- 
ball. 

Let's  deal  with  these  poor  people.  Try  to  get  the  parents  and 
move  them  into  the  work  force  so  we  can  take  them  off  of  welfare. 
That  is  what  you  want.  That  is  what  I  want. 

I  am  saying  all  of  us,  we  put  the  blame  on  these  kids  and  these 
mothers  who  need  jobs  and  training  and  who  need  education. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  If  I  might  just  conclude? 

Chairman  Ford.  You  may. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  And  you  will  probably  be  glad. 

Chairman  Ford.  It  is  good  for  debate,  it  is  not  personal. 

Mr.  Hutchinson.  I  have  in  no  way  intended  to  put  any  blame 
upon  the  children.  I  agree  that  they  are  innocent  and  oftentimes 
they  are  innocent  victims  and  that  they  need  to  be  cared  for. 

What  I  am  suggesting  is  that  we  have  got  at  least  30  years'  evi- 
dence of  what  we  are  doing  just  isn't  working,  that  we  have  had 
President  after  President  after  President  who  said  I  am  going  to 
reform  welfare  and  all  we  have  got  is  more  of  it. 

And  what  I  am  saying  is  that  small  changes  are  going  to  bring 
small  results  and  we  need  fundamental  changes  to  the  welfare  sys- 
tem. And  I  hope  that  the  opportunity  that  this  Congress  is  afforded 
will  be  met  with  enough  open  minds  to  consider  some  rather  revo- 
lutionary approaches  rather  than  tinkering  around  the  edges  and 
giving  us  more  of  the  same. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  calling  thia  haaring  on  velfara  refom. 
Welfare  started  Innocently  enough  in  1935  with  cash  assistance  for  single 
mothers  with  children.  President  Roosevelt  understood  well  enough  that  by 
giving  welfare,  legislators  were  playing  with  fire.   He  warned,  'the 

lessons  of  history show  conclusively,  that  continued  dependence  on 

[welfare]  induces  a  spiritual  and  moral  disintegration,  fundamentally 
destructive  to  the  national  fibre.  To  dole  out  [welfare]  in  this  way  is  to 
administer  a  narcotic,  a  subtle  destroyer  of  the  human  spirit.' 

We  have  ignored  President  Roosevelt's  prudent  advice  to  our  own  peril. 
We  have  made  a  devil's  bargain  with  the  poor.   -   "We  will  give  jpu  cash, 
food,  health  care,  housing  and  social  services  as  long  as  you  continue  to 
neither  work  nor  marry."  We  lost  the  war  on  poverty  because  the  battle 
plan  made  no  sense.  Despite  the  expenditure  of  $5  trillion  on  welfare 
since  1965,  there  has  been  no  measurable  reduction  in  the  poverty  level. 
Sadder  yet,  the  system  has  undermined  the  foundation  of  civil  society,  the 
family.   It  punishes  two-parent  working  households  while  supporting  those 
headed  by  an  unemployed  single  parent.   Overall,  30Z  of  American  children 
are  now  bom  to  single  mothers.  Two  out  of  three  African-American  children 
in  the  United  States  are  now  bom  out  of  wedlock.  Demographers  predict 
that  out-of-wedlock  births  will  soon  pass  divorce  as  the  main  reason  for 
single-parent  households  in  black  America. 

Mr.  Chairman,  to  end  the  culture  of  welfare,  we  must  end  welfare.   So, 
I'm  glad  to  be  an  original  cosponsor  of  the  Real  Welfare  Reform  Act  of 
1994. 

This  bill  establishes  tough  work  requirements,  caps  welfare  spending 
at  3.5Z  a  year,  provides  states  new  and  greater  flexibility  and  most 
importantly,  addresses  the  problem  of  out-of-wedlock  births.  This  bill 
would  cut  off  welfare  to  unmarried  mothers  under  the  age  of  21  beginning 
one  year  after  enactment.   Savings  would  be  converted  into  block  grants  to 
states.  The  single  mandate  accompanying  these  grants  would  be  that  the 
grants  must  be  used  in  programs  designed  to  care  for  children.   These 
programs  could  include  but  would  not  be  limited  to  closely  supervised  group 
homes  for  unwed  mothers  and  their  children,  where  parenting  and  job  skills 
could  be  taught.   But  no  more  cash  for  having  children  out  of  wedlock. 

A  recent  study  compared  two  groups  of  Americans:  those  who  finished 
high  school,  got  married  and  reached  the  age  of  20  before  having  their 
first  child  --  and  those  who  didn't.   Of  the  children  of  those  in  the  first 
group,  only  8  percent  were  living  in  poverty  in  1992.   In  the  second,  the 
poverty  rate  was  79  percent.   There  can  be  little  doubt  that  the  rapid 
disintegration  of  the  American  family  is  harmful  to  children.  Any  welfare 
reform  that  fails  to  address  meaningfully  the  issue  of  out-of-wedlock 
births  is  not  worthy  to  be  called  welfare  reform. 

True  compassion  in  the  welfare  debate  will  be  manifested  by  a 
willingness  to  fundamentally  change  our  approach  to  welfare.   Our  welfare 
system  is  a  major  villain  in  the  skyrocketing  out-of-wedlock  birth  rate. 
Small  changes  will  produce  only  small  effects.   Every  president  in  recent 
history  has  pledged  to  reform  welfare.  The  result  has  in  every  instance 
been  more  of  the  same.  Let's  not  let  this  historic  opportunity  pass  —  an 
opportunity  to  end  welfare. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Hutchinson. 
Mr.  Flake. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  FLOYD  H.  FLAKE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Mr.  Flake.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thank  you 
again  for  having  me  here  and  inviting  us  to  share  in  it. 

As  we  move  forward  in  this  welfare  reform  debate,  which  has 
generated  mistrust  and  unrealized  expectations  among  millions  of 
Americans,  it  seems  to  me  that  we  must  confront  the  many  issues 
that  underlie  this  debate  with  some  compassion  and  some  degree 
of  humility.  We  must  focus  our  limited  resources  on  policies  with 
the  greatest  potential  of  transferring  welfare  from  a  constant  condi- 
tion to  a  bridge  of  self-sufficiency.  Therefore,  on  June  8,  1994,  I  in- 
troduced H.R.  4546,  the  Family  Investment  and  Self-Sufficiency 
Act  of  1994 — FISSA.  This  reconciles  the  realities  of  welfare  with 
the  difficult  facts  of  mainstream  economics  and  the  workplace. 

My  proposal  attempts  to  remove  the  barriers  that  put  our  cur- 
rent welfare  system  at  odds  with  the  core  American  values  such  as 
responsibility  and  personal  investment.  I  believe  that  we  should 
promote  real  opportunity  for  welfare  recipients  while  at  the  same 
time  recognize  the  government's  role  in  assisting  those  Americans 
who  are  willing  to  help  themselves.  My  legislation  includes  provi- 
sions focused  on  establishing  a  new  partnership  of  mutual  respon- 
sibility. Historically,  welfare  has  discouraged  savings  and  enter- 
prise. In  turn,  these  rules  have  prevented  generations  of  welfare 
recipients  from  breaking  the  cycle  of  poverty.  Under  FISSA,  recipi- 
ents will  be  able  to  invest  in  qualified  asset  accounts  and 
microenterprise  accounts  so  that  they  can  develop  the  financial 
base  for  economic  viability. 

This  bill  removes  the  restrictions  on  asset  accumulations  of  wel- 
fare recipients  by  raising  their  AFDC  savings  limit  above  the  cur- 
rent $10,000  ceiling  for  individual  saving  for  education,  employ- 
ment, training,  improving  job  skills,  starting  a  new  business,  pur- 
chasing a  new  home,  or  moving  expenses  for  a  new  home.  The  new 
limit  would  be  $10,000. 

A  qualified  asset  account  would  be  an  interest-bearing  tax-bene- 
fited account  whose  deposits  would  be  matched  on  a  sliding  scale 
by  the  Federal  Government.  Funds  from  these  accounts  could  be 
withdrawn  without  penalty  only  for  the  stated  purposes. 

I  contend  that  asset  building  represents  a  proper  shift  in  our 
welfare  policy  from  spending  consumption  to  a  policy  based  on  sav- 
ings and  investment.  More  importantly,  this  legislation  allows  the 
government  to  become  a  partner  rather  than  an  obstacle  in  helping 
welfare  recipients  participate  in  the  American  dream. 

The  overlooked  element  in  the  welfare  reform  debate  is  the  peo- 
ple who  still  believe  in  the  American  dream,  those  who  are  ready 
to  save  and  invest  their  own  time  and  effort,  their  resources  to  pur- 
sue education,  and  even  sometimes  to  create  their  own  job  opportu- 
nities. 

Historically,  the  U.S.  antipoverty  efforts  have  focused  on  income 
dependence  and  social  service  provisions.  However,  my  proposed 
asset-based  welfare  reform  provision  offers  the  possibility  to  for  the 
first  time  in  a  century  to  add  a  substantial  development  compo- 
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nent.  The  asset  account  is  designed  to  encourage,  enable,  and  facili- 
tate low-income  people  moving  into  the  mainstream  economy  as 
marketable  employees  and  entrepreneurs. 

I  believe  that  asset-based  reforms  are  an  investment  likely  to 
produce  returns  to  welfare  recipients,  our  government,  and  the  gen- 
eral public  well  in  excess  of  their  cost. 

To  further  underscore  the  theme  of  real  opportunity,  my  proposal 
would  extend  coverage  to  all  needy  two-parent  families.  This  provi- 
sion eliminates  current  penalties.  Presently,  AFDC  only  covers 
families  where  both  parents  are  in  the  home,  if  one  parent  is  inca- 
pacitated, the  parent  who  is  the  principal  earner  works  less  than 
100  hours  a  month  and  has  a  prior  work  experience.  This 
antifamily  rule  penalizes  a  family  for  having  two  parents  in  the 
home  and  is  contradictory  to  self-sufficiency  and  responsibility.  The 
system  should  provide  coverage  for  families  with  children  based  on 
need  without  regard  to  whether  both  parents  are  in  the  home. 

Also,  my  proposal  extends  the  current  $30  and  one-third  income 
disregard  to  stepparents  who  marry  welfare  recipients  presently 
only  available  to  biological  parents.  Current  AFDC  rules  have  no 
provision  for  deductions  of  amounts  spent  on  child  care  for  general 
income  disregard  in  considering  the  earned  income  of  a  stepparent 
from  whom  income  is  calculated  when  determining  AFDC  benefits. 
When  calculating  AFDC  eligibility,  the  State  allows  the  stepparent 
a  deduction  equal  to  the  amount  of  the  State's  standard  of  need  for 
the  individual  and  his  and  her  dependents  who  are  receiving  as- 
sistance. This  policy  has  the  effect  of  forcing  a  stepparent  to  choose 
between  leaving  the  household  or  being  plunged  into  poverty  when 
choosing  to  care  for  children  for  whom  they  are  not  legally  respon- 
sible. 

Additionally,  FISSA  permits  States  who  desire  to  create  an  ade- 
quate support  mechanism  for  families  attempting  to  work  their 
way  out  of  welfare.  Transitional  child  care  benefits  would  be  ex- 
tended for  employed  former  welfare  recipients  from  12  to  24 
months  after  cash  assistance  ends.  Many  people  don't  realize  that 
most  studies  conclude  that  only  one-half  of  recipients  exit  welfare 
within  12  months  compared  to  more  than  two-thirds  within  24 
months. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  other  portions  of  this  testimony  that  I 
would  like  to  share.  However,  in  the  interest  of  time,  and  in  respect 
to  your  timeframe,  I  would  ask  that  the  remainder  be  considered 
and  put  into  the  record,  and  I  ask  unanimous  consent  for  that. 

I  would  answer  any  questions  that  you  may  have. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  FOR  CONGRESSMAN  FLOYD  H.  FLAKE 

BEFORE  THE  COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  &  MEANS 

JULY  27,  1994 

GOOD  MORNING  MR.  CHAIRMAN  AND  MEMBERS  OF  THE  COMMITTEE. 
MR.  CHAIRMAN,  AS  WE  MOVE  FORWARD  IN  THE  WELFARE  REFORM  DEBATE 
WHICH  HAS  GENERATED  MISTRUST  AND  UNREALIZED  EXPECTATIONS  AMONG 
MILLIONS  OF  AMERICANS,  WE  MUST  CONFRONT  THE  MANY  ISSUES  THAT 
UNDERLIE  THIS  DEBATE  WITH  COMPASSION  AND  HUMILITY.  WE  MUST  FOCUS 
OUR  LIMITED  RESOURCES  ON  POLICIES  WITH  THE  GREATEST  POTENTIAL  OF 
TRANSFERRING  WELFARE  FROM  A  CONSTANT  CONDITION  TO  A  BRIDGE  OF  SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY.  THEREFORE,  ON  JUNE  8,  1994,  I  INTRODUCED,  H.R.  4546, 
THE  FAMILY  INVESTMENT  AND  SELF  SUFFICIENCY  ACT  OF  1994  (FISSA)  . 
THIS  LEGISLATION  RECONCILES  THE  REALITIES  OF  WELFARE  WITH  THE 
DIFFICULT  FACTS  OF  MAINSTREAM  ECONOMICS  AND  THE  WORKPLACE. 

MY  PROPOSAL  ATTEMPTS  TO  REMOVE  THE  BARRIERS  THAT  PUT  OUR 
CURRENT  WELFARE  SYSTEM  AT  ODDS  WITH  CORE  AMERICAN  VALUES  SUCH  AS 
RESPONSIBILITY  AND  PERSONAL  INVESTMENT.  I  BELIEVE  THAT  WE  SHOULD 
PROMOTE  REAL  OPPORTUNITY  FOR  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  WHILE  AT  THE  SAME 
TIME  RECOGNIZE  THE  GOVERNMENT'S  ROLE  IN  ASSISTING  THOSE  AMERICANS 
WHO  ARE  WILLING  TO  HELP  THEMSELVES.  MY  LEGISLATION  INCLUDES 
PROVISIONS  FOCUSED  ON  ESTABLISHING  A  NEW  PARTNERSHIP  OF  MUTUAL 
RESPONSIBILITY.  HISTORICALLY,  WELFARE  HAS  DISCOURAGED  SAVINGS  AND 
ENTERPRISE.  IN  TURN,  THESE  RULES  HAVE  PREVENTED  GENERATIONS  OF 
WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  FROM  BREAKING  THE  CYCLE  OF  POVERTY.  UNDER 
FISSA,  RECIPIENTS  WILL  BE  ABLE  TO  INVEST  IN  QUALIFIED  ASSET 
ACCOUNTS  AND  MICRO- ENTERPRISE  ACCOUNTS  SO  THAT  THEY  CAN  DEVELOP  THE 
FINANCIAL  BASE  FOR  ECONOMIC  VIABILITY. 


562 


I. 

THIS  BILL  REMOVES  THE  RESTRICTIONS  ON  ASSET  ACCUMULATION  BY 
WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  BY  RAISING  THE  AFDC  SAVINGS  LIMIT  ABOVE  THE 
CURRENT  $1,000  CEILING  FOR  INDIVIDUALS  SAVING  FOR  EDUCATION, 
EMPLOYMENT  TRAINING,  IMPROVING  JOB  SKILLS ,  STARTING  A  NEW  BUSINESS, 
PURCHASING  A  NEW  HOME  OR  MOVING  EXPENSES  FOR  A  NEW  HOME.  THE  NEW 
LIMIT  WOULD  BE  $10,000.  A  QUALIFIED  ASSET  ACCOUNT  WOULD  BE  AN 
INTEREST  BEARING,  TAX- BENEFITED  ACCOUNT  WHOSE  DEPOSITS  WOULD  BE 
MATCHED  ON  A  SLIDING  SCALE  BY  THE  FEDERAL  GOVERNMENT.  FUNDS  FROM 
THESE  ACCOUNTS  COULD  BE  WITHDRAWN  WITHOUT  PENALTY  ONLY  FOR  THE 
STATED  PURPOSES. 

I  CONTEND  THAT  ASSET  BUILDING  REPRESENTS  A  PROPER  SHIFT 
IN  OUR  WELFARE  POLICY  FROM  SPENDING  AND  CONSUMPTION,  TO 
A  POLICY  BASED  ON  SAVINGS  AND  INVESTMENT.  MORE 
IMPORTANTLY,  THIS  LEGISLATION  ALLOWS  THE  GOVERNMENT  TO 
BECOME  A  PARTNER  RATHER  THAN  AN  OBSTACLE  TO  HELPING 
WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  PARTICIPATE  IN  THE  AMERICAN  DREAM. 
THE  OVERLOOKED  ELEMENT  IN  THE  WELFARE  REFORM  DEBATE  IS 
THE  PEOPLE  WHO  STILL  BELIEVE  IN  THE  AMERICAN  DREAM,  THOSE 
WHO  ARE  READY  TO  SAVE  AND  INVEST  THEIR  OWN  TIME  AND 
EFFORT  AND  RESOURCES  TO  PURSUE  EDUCATION,  TO  WORK,  AND 
EVEN  SOMETIMES  TO  CREATE  THEIR  OWN  JOBS.  HISTORICALLY, 
THE  UNITED  STATES  ANTI  POVERTY  EFFORTS  HAVE  FOCUSED  ON 
INCOME  DEPENDENCE  AND  SOCIAL  SERVICE  PROVISIONS. 
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HOWEVER,  MY  PROPOSED  ASSET-BASED  WELFARE  REFORM  PROVISION 
OFFERS  THE  POSSIBILITY,  FOR  THE  FIRST  TIME  IN  A  CENTURY, 
TO  ADD  A  SUBSTANTIAL  DEVELOPMENT  COMPONENT.  THE  ASSET 
ACCOUNT  IS  DESIGNED  TO  ENCOURAGE,  ENABLE,  AND  FACILITATE 
LOW- INCOME  PEOPLE  MOVING  INTO  THE  MAINSTREAM  ECONOMY  AS 
MARKETABLE  EMPLOYEES  AND  ENTREPRENEURS.  I  BELIEVE  THAT 
ASSET -BASED  REFORMS  ARE  AN  INVESTMENT  LIKELY  TO  PRODUCE 
RETURNS  TO  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS,  OUR  GOVERNMENT,  AND  THE 
GENERAL  PUBLIC  WELL  IN  EXCESS  OF  THEIR  COST. 

II. 

TO  FURTHER  UNDERSCORE  THE  THEME  OF  REAL  OPPORTUNITY,  MY 
PROPOSAL  WOULD  EXTEND  COVERAGE  TO  ALL  NEEDY  TWO- PARENT  FAMILIES. 
THIS  PROVISION  ELIMINATES  THE  CURRENT  MARRIAGE  PENALTY. 

PRESENTLY,  AFDC  ONLY  COVERS  FAMILIES  WHERE  BOTH  PARENTS 
ARE  IN  THE  HOME  IF:  ONE  PARENT  IS  INCAPACITATED,  THE 
PARENT  WHO  IS  THE  PRINCIPLE  EARNER  WORKS  LESS  THAN  100 
HOURS  A  MONTH  AND  HAS  A  PRIOR  WORK  EXPERIENCE.  THIS 
ANTI- FAMILY  RULE  PENALIZING  A  FAMILY  FOR  HAVING  TWO 
PARENTS  IN  THE  HOME  AND  IS  CONTRADICTORY  TO  SELF- 
SUFFICIENCY  AND  RESPONSIBILITY.  THE  SYSTEM  SHOULD 
PROVIDE  COVERAGE  FOR  FAMILIES  WITH  CHILDREN  BASED  ON  NEED 
WITHOUT  REGARD  TO  WHETHER  BOTH  PARENTS  ARE  IN  THE  HOME. 
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ALSO,  MY  PROPOSAL  EXTENDS  THE  CURRENT  $30  AND  1/3  INCOME 
DISREGARD  TO  STEPPARENTS  WHO  MARRY  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS 
PRESENTLY  ONLY  AVAILABLE  TO  BIOLOGICAL  PARENTS.  CURRENT 
AFDC  RULES  HAVE  NO  PROVISION  FOR  DEDUCTIONS  OF  AMOUNTS 
SPENT  ON  CHILD  CARE  OR  FOR  A  GENERAL  INCOME  DISREGARD  IN 
CONSIDERING  THE  EARNED  INCOME  OF  A  STEPPARENT  FROM  WHOM 
INCOME  IS  CALCULATED  WHEN  DETERMINING  AFDC  BENEFITS. 
WHEN  CALCULATING  AFDC  ELIGIBILITY,  THE  STATE  ALLOWS  THE 
STEPPARENT  A  DEDUCTION  EQUAL  TO  THE  AMOUNT  OF  THE  STATE 
STANDARD  OF  NEED  FOR  THAT  INDIVIDUAL  AND  HIS  OR  HER 
DEPENDENTS  WHO  ARE  NOT  RECEIVING  ASSISTANCE.  THIS  POLICY 
HAS  THE  EFFECT  OF  FORCING  A  STEPPARENT  TO  CHOOSE  BETWEEN 
LEAVING  THE  HOUSEHOLD  OR  BEING  PLUNGED  INTO  POVERTY  WHEN 
CHOOSING  TO  CARE  FOR  CHILDREN  FOR  WHOM  THEY  ARE  NOT 
LEGALLY  RESPONSIBLE. 


III. 

ADDITIONALLY,  FISSA  PERMITS  STATES  WHO  DESIRE  TO  CREATE  AN 
ADEQUATE  SUPPORT  MECHANISM  FOR  FAMILIES  ATTEMPTING  TO  WORK  THEIR 
WAY  OFF  WELFARE.  TRANSITIONAL  CHILD  CARE  BENEFITS  WOULD  BE 
EXTENDED  FOR  EMPLOYED  FORMER  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS  FROM  12  MONTHS  TO 
24  MONTHS  AFTER  THEIR  CASH  ASSISTANCE  ENDS.  MANY  PEOPLE  DON'T 
REALIZE  THAT  MOST  STUDIES  CONCLUDE  THAT  ONLY  1/2  OF  RECIPIENTS  EXIT 
WELFARE  WITHIN  12  MONTHS  COMPARED  TO  MORE  THAN  2/3  WITHIN  24 
MONTHS . 
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THIS  ADDITIONAL  ASSISTANCE  IS  AN  EXAMPLE  OF  HOW  TO  MAKE 
WELFARE  A  TRANSITIONAL  BRIDGE  RATHER  THAN  A  PERMANENT 
CONDITION.  IF  OUR  GOAL  IS  TRULY  TO  ASSIST  WELFARE 
RECIPIENTS  ENTER  THE  WORKFORCE,  THEN  WE  MUST  CONSIDER 
CHILD  CARE  AS  AN  IMPORTANT  TOOL  FOR  ACCOMPLISHING  THIS 
OBJECTIVE . 

IN  ADDITION,  MY  LEGISLATION  ADDRESSES  THE  ISSUE  THAT 
CHILDREN  BORN  INTO  POVERTY  ARE  MORE  LIKELY  TO  HAVE  HEALTH 
PROBLEMS  WHEN  THEY  ARE  YOUNG.  THEREFORE,  I  HAVE  INCLUDED 
A  CHILD  IMMUNIZATION  PROVISION  WHICH  ALLOWS  A  STATE  AN 
OPTION  TO  DENY  THE  FAMILY  PORTION  OF  AFDC  BENEFITS  TO  ANY 
FAMILY  WHICH  DOES  NOT  BRING  ITS  CHILD  INTO  COMPLIANCE 
WITH  HHS  IMMUNIZATION  REQUIREMENTS.  HOWEVER,  I  INCLUDED 
A  SAFEGUARD  PROVISION  FOR  FAMILIES  WHO  FAIL  TO  COMPLY  DUE 
TO  LACK  OF  ACCESS  TO  AVAILABLE  HEALTH  CARE  PROVIDERS. 

OUR  GOAL  IS  TO  SAVE  MONEY  THROUGH  PREVENTION  ON  THE  FRONT 
END  BY  AVOIDING  SERIOUS  AND  COSTLY  MEDICAL  PROBLEMS  IN 
THE  FUTURE.  WE  ARE  ENSURING  THE  SAFETY  AND  WELL  BEING 
OF  CHILDREN  EVEN  IN  THE  EVENT  OF  NON-COMPLIANCE  BY  THEIR 
PARENTS . 
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CONCLUSION: 

WELFARE  AS  WE  KNOW  IT  HAS  FAILED.  "INSTEAD  OF  BEING  A 
WAY  STATION  FOR  MANY  PEOPLE,  IT  HAS  BECOME  A  STIFLING  WAY  OF  LIFE.  " 
THEREFORE,  OUR  EFFORTS  SHOULD  BE  FOCUSED  ON  CHANGING  THE  LIFESTYLES 
AND  ECONOMIC  WELL-BEING  OF  WELFARE  RECIPIENTS.  IN  MY  CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT  AND  ACROSS  THE  NATION,  WELFARE  REFORM  HAS  BEEN  A  MAJOR 
ISSUE.  WE  MUST  SEIZE  THIS  OPPORTUNITY  AND  OUTPOURING  OF  PUBLIC 
WILL  TO  TAKE  BOLD  AND  AGGRESSIVE  ACTIONS  IN  ADDRESSING  THE  WELFARE 
ISSUE. 


567 

Chairman  Ford.  Right  now,  your  bill  includes  a  family  cap? 

Mr.  Flake.  Yes  it  does. 

Let  me  explain  in  part  what  I  am  trying  to  do  in  that  regard. 
I  think  it  is  appropriate  that  we  at  least  frankly  discuss  this  mat- 
ter. 

Many  young  people  consistently  talk  about  having  children  and 
then  going  on  welfare  and  letting  the  government  take  care  of 
them. 

I  have  several  instances  at  this  moment  in  the  church  to  that  ef- 
fect. The  other  issue,  one  of  even  as  a  clergyperson,  is  how  to  teach 
responsibihty.  Responsibility  to  me  is  a  person  who  can  support  his 
family.  Parents  of  limited  education,  a  father  who  only  worked  in 
menial  jobs,  but  would  work  two  or  three  of  them  if  necessary.  One 
who  could  not  go  to  an  employer  and  say  I  am  having  another 
child,  therefore,  I  need  an  increase  in  my  salary. 

How  do  we  then  justify  allowing  the  continued  births,  not  those 
births  of  children.  My  proposal  would  not  in  any  way  penalize 
those  who  are  on  food  stamps,  those  who  are  receiving  health  care 
benefits,  but  it  does  raise  the  question  of  how  do  we  put  them  on 
a  level  plane  with  persons  like  my  father  who  worked  every  day 
but  still  would  have  been  below  the  poverty  line.  And  that  is  my 
only  issue  here. 

Chairman  Ford.  In  my  State,  I  can't  speak  for  other  States,  but 
after  three  children,  if  you  had  10  more,  I  don't  get  any  more  cash 
payments  on  AFDC.  They  have  a  cap  already.  I  am  sure  most 
States,  my  State  is  capped. 

Mr.  Flake.  All  States  don't  have  a  cap. 

Chairman  Ford.  At  some  level,  you  don't  get  any  more  money 
after  so  many  children. 

Mr.  Flake.  Some  States  don't  cap  benefits. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  think  mine  might  be  four.  But  whatever  it  is, 
you  don't  get  additional  cash  payments. 

Mr.  Flake.  That  does  not  present  a  problem. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  I  am  puzzled  with  in  talking  about  this 
is  how  is  this  going  to  change  the  system.  What  happens  to  that 
child  you  say  will  receive  the  food  stamps  and  will  receive  the 
health  care  benefits,  but  no  cash  payments? 

I  started  a  cultural  camp  just  last  summer  and  it  was  from  Max- 
ine  Waters'  bill.  I  didn't  get  funded  under  the  youth  fair  program 
because  the  money  was  not  coming  down  until  September.  I 
thought  it  was  going  to  come  down  earlier  and  I  had  asked  for  a 
demonstration  for  a  cultural  camp. 

I  selected  two  of  the  largest  housing  projects  which  are  adjacent 
to  each  other  in  my  district,  with  more  than  1,500  children  between 
the  ages  of  13  and  18.  We  created  this  camp.  It  was  privately  fi- 
nanced. We  didn't  receive  public  funds.  I  was  really  amazed  from 
12-year-olds  to  18-year-olds,  and  90  percent  of  our  participants  are 
12  to  15. 

We  have  had  more  homicides  and  more  crime  among  teenagers 
in  the  youth  this  summer  than  ever  before;  35,000  inner-city  chil- 
dren living  in  housing  projects  have  no  jobs  for  the  summer,  no 
Federal  jobs,  no  local  jobs,  no  participation  at  all.  Oftentimes  we 
wonder  what  happens  here. 
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But  the  point  I  am  trying  to  make,  we  opened  Monday  morning 
and  I  went  in  and  opened  the  camp  with  volunteer  teachers,  volun- 
teer principals  and  about  300  people  in  the  community  volunteer- 
ing for  these  children.  I  tell  you  what,  I  spent  the  morning  with 
them  and  I  think  we,  not  you,  but  I  think  we  are  missing  the  boat 
on  this. 

I  think  we  are  talking  about  welfare  recipients  like  they  are 
somebody  else.  I  am  telling  you,  these  people  have  more  class  and 
want  to  live  this  life  and  want  to  be  a  part  of  the  American  dream 
just  like  everybody  in  this  Congress,  like  when  we  go  and  appro- 
priate all  of  these  defense  contractors.  We  don't  refer  to  that  as 
welfare.  But  that  is  the  biggest  "welfare  JOBS  program"  that  we 
have  ever  seen  in  the  world. 

It  all  depends  on  who  you  are.  Who  votes  and  who  doesn't  vote. 
Who  can  pay  for  the  pinstriped  lobbyist  and  who  can't  pay  for  the 
$300-an-hour  lobbyist  in  the  Congress.  If  this  welfare  population 
could  rise  up  and  become  voters,  you  could  have  both  sides  of  the 
aisle  on  this  subcommittee  supporting  them  in  every  way. 

It  is  just  like  senior  citizens,  they  decided  to  get  powerful  and 
have  strength,  and  they  did  just  that.  But  I  see  these  children  and 
they  are  in  these  classes,  it  is  too  early  to  say  what  is  going  to  hap- 
pen here,  but  we  have  been  working  with  them  for  3  weeks;  before- 
hand, we  had  crime  daily,  five  times  that  of  any  other  section  of 
the  city. 

In  8  to  10  days,  we  pay  these  kids  $74  a  week  for  3V2  hours  a 
day.  We  have  not  had  any  problems  at  all  in  the  last  2  weeks. 
There  haven't  been  any  police  called  to  these  two  housing  projects 
in  2  weeks. 

It  is  economic  growth.  It  is  talking  about  paying  attention  and 
giving  these  children  what  my  children  have,  they  go  to  camp, 
what  your  children  are  entitled  to.  We  should  guarantee  these  chil- 
dren everything  that  every  other  American  child  is  privy  to.  We 
should  not  take  it  away. 

If  it  is  good  enough  for  Members  of  Congress  to  come  here  and 
accept  taxpayers'  dollars  and  we  send  our  children  to  these  dif- 
ferent places,  then  we  should  allow  these  kids  to  do  the  same.  If 
not,  we  should  take  all  of  the  welfare  population  and  say  Members 
of  Congress  do  away  with  all  of  your  staff  and  your  districts  and 
let's  employ  the  welfare  recipients,  train  them  to  work  for  the  peo- 
ple because  we  work  for  the  people.  We  come  here  and  we  talk 
about  other  people. 

Mr.  Flake.  May  I  respond,  Mr.  Chairman? 

Chairman  Ford.  Yes,  sir. 

I  wasn't  directing  this  to  you,  Mr.  Flake,  at  all. 

Mr.  Flake.  Let  me  at  least  make  it  very  clear  to  you 

Chairman  FoRD.  I  wasn't  speaking  of  you,  necessarily. 

Mr.  Flake.  Of  anyone  in  this  Congress,  I  probably  have  more 
former  welfare  recipients  on  payroll  than  anybody  in  this  Congress. 

Chairman  Ford.  Yes,  sir,  Mr.  Flake. 

I  tell  you  Mr.  Shaw  had  it  right. 

Mr.  Flake.  I  want  you  to  understand  that  I  have  probably 
brought  more  people  out  of  welfare.  I  am  not  talking  about  through 
some  other  entitlement  programs,  but  economic  programs  that  I 
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have  created.  I  have  790  employees,  and  I  tell  you  at  least  400  or 
more  of  them  are  people  who  are  former  welfare  recipients. 

So  I  am  really  clearly  talking  about  how  you  create  opportunity, 
how  you  bring  people  to  a  new  level  of  understanding  of  their  own 
self-worth.  How  do  you  create  within  them  a  sense  that  you  don't 
have  to  be  dependent? 

How  do  you  move  them  to  a  level  of  independence?  How  do  you 
create  within  them  a  sense  of  responsibility? 

The  question  of  what  you  do  for  these  children,  the  reality  is  I 
suspect  that  you  and  I  had  to  make  certain  financial  decisions 
when  deciding  how  many  children  to  have.  We  make  the  decisions 
based  on  our  ability  to  feed  and  clothe  our  children. 

I  am  saying  that  at  some  point,  we  as  African-American  people 
are  going  to  have  to  deal  with  the  reality  that  there  are  some  prob- 
lems endemic  to  our  communities  and  to  our  people.  And  I  don't 
apologize  at  all,  because  I  think  I  have  been,  as  the  books  are  being 
written  at  Harvard  and  Duke  and  other  schools  say  it,  at  the  fore- 
front and  the  cutting  edge  of  bringing  about  change  in  our  commu- 
nity. Even  bringing  the  income  level  of  my  community  up  to  that 
which  is  at  the  same  standard  of  white  citizens  of  the  Borough  of 
Queens  where  I  live.  So  I  don't  make  apologies  for  that. 

We  have  to  start  a  focus  that  allows  for  creation  of  more  opportu- 
nities, which  is  why  the  bill  is  primarily  investment-based,  and 
again  move  away  from  historical  social  programs. 

In  my  case,  I  feel  that  it  is  important  to  focus  as  a  part  of  the 
debate  and  the  argument,  our  attention  to  the  reality  that  we  do 
have  some  capabilities  within  our  own  communities  for  bringing 
people  out  of  welfare.  My  payroll  is  $275,000  every  2  weeks.  So  I 
do  not  apologize  for  what  I  do  for  welfare  people. 

I  know  what  can  be  done,  and  all  I  am  arguing  is  let's  have 
enough  of  a  debate  to  look  at  how  we  create  responsibility. 

Chairman  Ford.  Right,  and  again  I  really  wasn't  tallang  to  you. 

Mr.  Flake.  No,  it  is  nothing  personal,  but  I  think  that  ought  to 
be  in  the  record. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  think  Mr.  Shaw  started  me  off  earlier. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Flake.  Thank  you,  sir. 

Mr.  Shaw.  Before  you  leave,  I  would  like  to  congratulate  Mr. 
Flake  for  I  think  the  most  courageous  remarks  that  you  made  and 
taking  a  stand  as  you  have.  We  have  affirmative  action  programs, 
we  have  Head  Start,  we  have  all  these  things  to  try  to  push  people 
ahead.  Then  we  have  a  welfare  program  which  acts  as  an  anchor 
to  hold  them  back,  and  I  think  your  statements  recognize  that 
there  is  need  for  change. 

This  morning,  I  think  Mr.  Ford  took  great  delight  in  telling  us 
that  the  Republican  plan  outspends  the  Democrat  plan,  but  we  are 
investing  in  the  fiiture  of  America.  And  I  don't  think  that  dollars 
necessarily  should  hold  us  back  as  long  as  they  are  spent  correctly. 
And  this  is  a  unique  position  that  the  Republicans  find  themselves 
in,  this  investing  in  education  and  the  future  of  our  young  people 
and  the  people  who  are  caught  in  the  welfare  trap  more  than  any 
other  welfare  reform  bill. 

Our  minorities,  and  principally  African-Americans  often  need 
extra  help.  And  I  think  that  we  need  to  break  the  grip  that  welfare 
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has  on  them  and  do  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  empower  them  for  a 
better  future.  We  offer  them  job  search  programs,  training  pro- 
grams, educational  programs.  Programs  that  will  give  them  a  sec- 
ond chance  at  life  and  then  go  forward,  but  then  we  also,  I  think, 
need  to  give  them  a  push,  too,  to  let  them  know  that  they  have  got 
to  get  off  of  the  welfare  programs  and  that  they  have  got  to  have 
self-empowerment. 

Dave  McCurdy  this  morning  was  saying  that  the  attitude  of  the 
people  who  are  counseling  these  people  has  to  change.  We  have  to 
change  it  in  such  a  way  that  we  try  to  give  them  instructions  and 
direction  as  to  how  to  get  off  of  welfare  and  take  control  of  their 
lives,  not  to  continuously  tell  them  how  much  more  welfare  they 
can  get  if  they  do  this  and  that,  or  don't  do  this  or  that. 

Mr.  Flake.  That  is 

Mr.  Shaw.  These  are  things  that  all  of  us  have  to  come  together 
on.  This  should  not  and  hopefully  will  not  be  a  partisan  issue,  be- 
cause there  is  a  lot  of  support  on  my  side  of  the  aisle  for  doing  a 
better  job  in  investing  in  people  and  investing  in  the  future. 

Mr.  Flake.  I  think  our  differences  may  not  be  so  much  in  terms 
of  philosophy  as  it  is  in  where  we  start  this  argument. 

I  start  the  argument  as  a  person  who  lives  in  the  community, 
pastors  in  the  community,  creates  jobs  in  the  community  and 
works  in  the  community. 

I  guess  where  I  differ  with  most  of  my  Republican  colleagues, 
they  treat  it  from  a  distance  and  their  attitude  about  it  is  so  dif- 
ferent, so  that  you  don't  see  what  the  Chairman  is  talking  about, 
because  there  is  no  interface  with  the  persons  that  are  on  welfare, 
and  I  think  there  is  a  tendency,  I  don't  treat  them  or  see  them  as 
less  than  human  beings. 

I  see  them  as  human  beings,  with  a  potential  and  possibility  that 
exceeds  even  that  of  many  persons  who  are  born  into  environments 
where  they  start  with  so  much  more.  And  so  my  argument  then  be- 
comes, even  if  we  have  some  basic  agreements  on  some  things,  I 
think  our  points  of  difference  are  attitudinally,  because  unless  you 
are  prepared  to  come  into  that  community,  live  in  it  for  awhile  or 
really  take  a  good  look  at  the  people  there  you  have  no  point  of  ref- 
erence regarding  the  people  you  want  to  help.  My  approaches  are 
designed  out  of  a  reality  of  what  I  see  happening  and  in  the  lives 
of  people  that  I  have  created  jobs  for.  I  see  them  come  every  week 
with  their  paycheck,  cash  that  paycheck  and  take  care  of  the  re- 
sponsibilities of  their  families  and  feel  good  about  themselves. 

But  I  have  gone  further  than  that.  I  nave  created  housing.  I  have 
created  opportunities  for  them  to  buy  houses  with  $3,000 
downpayments:  They  have  stability  in  almost  every  way.  And  all 
I  am  saying  to  Republicans  is,  if  you  are  serious  about  it,  let's  not 
look  at  welfare  one  way  and  then  not  be  prepared  to  create  the 
other  opportunities  that  are  necessary  for  that  full  range  of  stabil- 
ity that  is  necessary. 

Mr.  Shaw.  You  are  absolutely  right,  there  are  a  number  of  people 
that  are  approaching  this  from  a  punitive  standpoint.  You  know, 
we  are  tired  of  supporting  these  deadbeats,  let's  get  rid  of  them. 
That  is  not  what  our  bill  does,  and  I  don't  think  any  of  the  con- 
structive bills  take  this  approach  and  there  are  many  constructive 
bills. 
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The  administration's  bill,  even  though  I  disagree  with  a  certain 
amount  of  it,  is  an  investment  in  people  and  it  is  not  a  punitive 
measure.  If  it  was  a  punitive  measure,  we  would  just  try  to  cut  the 
program  and  get  rid  of  it. 

Mr.  Flake.  I  have  heard  some  hints  that  say  that. 

I  have  to  go,  if  you  will  excuse  me,  and  we  can  continue  this 
later. 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  will  continue  in  your  absence. 

Mr.  Flake.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Shaw.  I  think  what  we  are  trying  to  do  is  build  it  together. 

As  a  mayor,  I  ran  a  work  program,  I  ran  a  housing  program.  Be- 
fore the  Voting  Rights  Act,  25  percent  of  my  district  was  African- 
American,  and  I  spent  60  percent  of  my  time  in  that  district.  So 
you  don't — ^you  don't  have  to  be  African-American  to  understand 
the  problem.  You  don't  have  to  live  in  any  particular  neighborhood 
to  try  and  work  in  the  areas  that  would  help  the  people.  That  is 
what  it  is  going  to  take,  a  lot  of  us  working  together,  people  of  all 
backgrounds. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Pastor. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ED  PASTOR,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ARIZONA 

Mr.  Pastor.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  Mr.  Shaw,  for  allow- 
ing me  to  speak  before  this  subcommittee. 

It  is  very  disappointing  to  see  that  the  1994  political  agenda  has 
become  a  battle  between  brown  babies  and  welfare  babies.  Mr. 
Chairman,  most  of  the  rhetoric  in  welfare  reform  has  been  punitive 
in  nature.  We  hear  about  time  limits  and  restriction  of  benefits,  in- 
stead of  hearing  about  programs  that  train  and  educate  people  for 
better  job  opportunities.  The  bill  we  pass  should  empower  families 
in  poverty  by  giving  them  the  necessary  tools  to  become  self- 
sufficient. 

I  am  here  to  support  the  Job  Start  for  America  Act,  known  as 
Job  Start,  because  I  believe  this  legislation  best  exemplifies  those 
goals  which  I  think  are  important. 

Mothers  on  welfare  have  a  unique  responsibility  of  having  two 
jobs.  First,  as  a  parent.  Second,  as  a  principal  wage  earner. 

The  Job  Start  legislation  introduced  by  Representative  Mink  fo- 
cuses on  the  population  that  has  the  greatest  potential  for  success 
in  the  workplace:  Those  individuals  with  some  work  experience 
and/or  a  high  school  education.  This  population  of  receipts  need 
less  job  training  and  education  and  can  move  into  jobs  quickly. 

The  bill  targets  two  groups:  First  are  welfare  recipients  who  have 
some  work  experience;  and  second,  are  those  recipients  who  have 
never  worked  but  have  a  high  school  education  or  a  GED  and  have 
children  who  are  Head  Start  eligible  or  are  in  school. 

As  you  know,  Mr.  Chairman,  these  children  usually  have  less  ex- 
pensive child  care  needs.  The  administration's  proposal  focuses  on 
single  young  mothers  for  the  2-year  time  limit.  These  mothers  are 
harder  to  serve  and  have  more  day  care  costs  because  they  are 
more  likely  to  have  preschool-aged  children. 

GAO  studies  show  that  teenage  mothers  are  the  least  likely  to 
become  self-sufficient  due  in  large  part  to  less  education  and  to  less 
work  experience.  Older  women,  especially  those  who  have  school- 
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aged  children  and  those  who  have  had  previous  work  experience  or 
a  high  school  education,  are  more  likely  to  succeed  in  a  work  pro- 
gram and  benefit  most  from  it. 

The  administration  also  maintains  a  2-year  time  limit  in  which 
recipients  must  be  required  to  work  either  in  the  private  sector  or 
in  the  public  sector. 

Yesterday,  you  heard  David  Ellwood  testify  before  this  committee 
that  we  have  no  reliable  research  data  that  shows  the  effects  of 
these  time  limits.  According  to  the  Manpower  Demonstration  Re- 
search Corp.,  the  two  most  successful  welfare-to-work  programs, 
California's  GAIN  program  and  Florida's  project  independence, 
show  that  after  a  2-year  participation,  at  least  50  percent  of  the  re- 
cipients in  these  programs  have  no  jobs. 

My  question  then  is  how  does  the  administration  plan  to  find 
work  for  all  these  mothers,  especially  with  a  2-year  time  limit  in 
place?  We  must  face  the  reality  that  the  private  sector  will  not  be 
able  to  provide  all  the  jobs  that  are  needed  under  the  administra- 
tion's plan. 

Instead  of  using  the  2-year  time  limit  as  a  punitive  measure,  the 
Job  Start  legislation  uses  the  2-year  time  period  as  a  way  to  pro- 
vide extra  support  for  families.  Once  the  recipient  finds  a  job,  a  se- 
curity net  is  established  for  the  family  to  assist  them  in  the  transi- 
tion to  self-sufficiency. 

For  a  period  of  2  years  after  the  recipient  finds  a  job,  they  will 
continue  to  be  eligible  for  cash  assistance,  food  stamps,  and  hous- 
ing assistance,  if  her  income  is  less  than  300  percent  of  the  poverty 
level.  Job  Start  also  links  the  Head  Start  program  to  welfare  by 
providing  fimds  for  more  full-day,  full-year  Head  Start  programs. 
With  access  to  these  programs,  more  mothers  can  better  pursue  job 
training,  education,  or  employment  opportunities. 

Unfortunately,  the  administration's  bill  is  based  upon  stereotypes 
of  poor  women  on  welfare.  I  believe  the  debate  needs  to  be 
refocused  on  achieving  social  welfare  reform  rather  than  political 
ends.  Representative  Mink's  legislation  accomplishes  that. 

Therefore,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  urge  the  members  of  the  subcommit- 
tee and  the  full  committee  to  consider  the  Job  Start  legislation  as 
an  alternative  to  the  administration's  bill. 

Let's  remember  that  our  goal  is  not  to  end  welfare  but  to  end 
poverty. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  And  JOBS  is  the  answer  to  that? 

Mr.  Pastor.  Yes,  sir,  JOBS  is  the  answer. 

Chairman  Ford.  And  immediately. 

Mr.  Pastor.  Yes,  sir,  and  the  reality  is,  Mr.  Chairman,  that  we 
don't  have  the  money  to  eliminate  welfare.  There  is  limited  money. 
And  how  do  we  take  those  moneys  that  are  limited  and  achieve  the 
goal  of  providing  jobs  to  women  who  are  single  parents,  and  who 
want  to  work.  The  answer  is  to  take  that  population  which  will 
have  the  greatest  possibility  of  success.  We  must  look  at  the  popu- 
lation and  be  realistic  about  it. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Pastor. 

Mrs.  Clajrton. 
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STATEMENT  OF  HON.  EVA  M.  CLAYTON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA 

Mrs.  Clayton.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

First,  I  would  Hke  to  thank  you  and  other  members  of  the  com- 
mittee on  behalf  of  the  Democratic  freshman  class  for  the  oppor- 
tunity to  discuss  welfare  reform  based  on  our  freshman  class  prin- 
ciples. Principles  are  attached  to  my  testimony. 

But  let  me  just  say  they  are  principles  that  we  have  derived 
knowing  that  we  have  a  diverse  class  and  a  class  that  has  a  variety 
of  ideas,  but  they  are  principles  we  think  that  any  comprehensive 
welfare  reform  system  should  have. 

Today,  Representative  Rush  and  I  stand  together  as  a  united 
front  to  show  our  support  for  welfare  reform  on  behalf  of  the  Wel- 
fare Reform  Task  Force. 

One  of  the  most  important  aspects  of  welfare  reform  that  cannot 
be  overlooked  is  human  dignity  for  individuals  and  families.  Equal- 
ly important  is  the  responsibilities  of  individuals  and  families  to 
ensure  that  the  opportunity  for  self-sufficiency  is  available.  It  is  my 
belief  that  welfare  reform  must  encourage  and  support  self- 
sufficiency,  strong  families,  and  human  dignity  to  be  effective.  If  we 
are  to  truly  develop  effective  welfare  reform  or  to  end  welfare  as 
we  know  it,  as  the  President  has  said,  then  the  family  cannot  be 
a  footnote  that  is  added  at  the  end  of  this  reform,  but  should  be 
an  integral  part  of  this  legislation  in  its  infancy. 

Welfare  reform  is  of  great  importance  to  more  than  14  million 
Americans,  5.2  million  families,  particularly  women  and  children. 
More  than  9  million  women  and  children  collectively  across  this 
Nation  are  depending  on  an  effective  change  to  the  current  system. 
The  reform  of  our  current  system  is  critical  to  fulfill  a  promise  to 
our  future  generations. 

The  current  system  has  not  allowed  its  recipients  to  sustain  their 
dignity  and  self-respect,  nor  does  it  encourage  them  to  become 
more  responsible  and  self-sufficient.  Current  laws  and  regulations 
discourage  family  units. 

We  applaud  President  Clinton  for  presenting  his  welfare  reform 
legislation  and  feel  that  there  are  several  provisions  within  the  bill 
that  will  assist  families  and  individuals  to  move  away  from  the 
welfare  system  as  we  now  know  it.  However,  there  are  concerns 
and  questions  that  need  to  be  expressed  and  raised  about  the  pro- 
vision of  the  "2  years  and  you're  out,"  and  also  serious  questions 
need  to  be  raised  about  the  proposed  method  of  financing  this  re- 
form. 

Welfare  reform  should  be  used  to  instruct  parents  and  require 
mothers  and  fathers  to  be  responsible  parents.  It  cannot  be  used 
to  punish  mothers  and  children.  Reform  should  ensure  that  the 
programs  and  services  allow  both  parents  to  be  involved  and  to  be 
good  parents,  active  in  their  children's  lives  and  responsible  for 
their  well-being.  Laws  must  be  enacted  to  ensure  that  the  deadbeat 
fathers  who  are  available,  some  of  who  are  not  on  welfare,  also 
need  to  be  required  to  support  their  children.  Providing  child  sup- 
port and  child  care  are  essential  to  allow  mothers  to  train  and 
work. 

True  welfare  reform  must  address  job  training,  families,  support 
systems,  jobs.  True  welfare  reform  provides  solia  education  and  job 
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training  followed  by  real  job  opportunities  that  provide  working 
mothers  an  improved  way  of  life.  We  should  guarantee  that  welfare 
recipients  can  earn  greater  than  the  minimum  wage  for  a  full-day's 
work. 

Families,  we  must  ensure  that  families  receive  adequate  support 
to  allow  them  to  remain  a  family  unit.  We  should  develop  strong 
national  child  support  enforcement  that  increases  a  family's  stand- 
ard of  living  and  will  prevent  some  families  from  having  to  go  on 
welfare.  Support  services  provided  to  welfare  recipients  should  be 
sensitive  to  barriers  that  might  preclude  their  participation,  such 
as  adequate  child  care,  bilingual  proficiency  and  transportation. 

The  new  system  must  allow  enough  flexibility  for  mothers  to 
work  part  time  and  full  time  to  earn  minimum  wage  employment. 
Certainly,  we  are  to  get  people  off  of — out  of  the  poverty. 

True  welfare  reform  will  require  investment  in  eaucation  and 
worker  training  which  would  allow  parents  to  become  more  self- 
sufficient.  Job  development,  placement,  job  retention  activity,  in- 
cluding case  management  services  for  recipients  reentering  the 
workplace  is  desperately  needed. 

I  look  forward  to  the  discussion  of  my  other  colleagues  who  will 
be  discussing  this  in  the  future.  I  can  speak  for  the  members  of  the 
task  force  and  say  that  we  have  been  studying  this  issue  very  seri- 
ously and  therefore  we  will  carefully  review  all  comprehensive  leg- 
islation in  the  light  of  the  principles  attached  to  my  testimony,  and 
we  will  work  diligently  to  ensure  that  welfare  reform  is  not  just  a 
cliche  but  indeed  is  done  right.  For  the  sake  of  the  children,  we 
must  do  this  right. 

[The  prepared  statement  and  attachment  follow:] 
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STATEMENT 

OF 

CONGRESSWOMAN  EVA  M.  CLAYTON 

JULY  27, 19W 


Mr.  Chairman,  first  I  would  like  to  thank  you  on  behalf  of  the  freshman 
class  for  this  opportunity  to  discuss  Welfare  Reform  based  on  our 
Freshman  Class  Principles.  (  A  copy  is  attached  to  statement) 

Today,  Representative  Rush  and  I  stand  together  as  a  united  front  to  show 
our  support  for  welfare  reform  on  behalf  of  the  Welfare  Reform  Task 
Force. 

One  of  the  most  important  aspects  of  welfare  reform  that  cannot  be 
overlooked  is  human  dignity  for  individuals  and  families.   Equally 
important  is  the  responsibility  of  individuals  and  society  to  ensure  that  the 
opportunity  for  self-suRiciency  is  available.   It  is  my  belief  that  welfare 
reform  must  encourage  and  support  self-sufficiency,  strong  famiUes  and 
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human  dignity  to  be  effective.  If  we  are  to  truly  develop  effective  welfare 
reform  or,  "to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it,"  as  the  president  has  said;  then 
the  family  cannot  be  a  footnote  that's  added  at  the  end  of  this  reform,  but 
should  be  an  integral  part  of  this  legislation  in  its  infancy. 

Welfare  reform  is  of  great  importance  to  more  than  14  million  Americans 
and  5.2  million  families,  particularly  women  and  children.    More  than  9 
million  women  and  children,  collectively  across  this  nation  are  depending 
on  an  effective  change  to  the  current  welfare  system.  The  reform  of  our 
current  system  is  critical  to  fulflll  a  promise  to  our  future  generations. 

The  current  welfare  system  has  not  allowed  its  recipients  to  maintain  their 
dignity  and  self-respect  nor  does  it  encourage  them  to  become  more 
responsible  and  self-sufficient.   Current  lavi^  and  regulations  discourage 
family  units. 

We  applaud  President  Clinton  for  presenting  his  Welfare  Reform  legislation 
and  feel  there  are  several  provisions  within  this  bill  that  will  assist  families 
and  individuals  to  move  away  from  the  "Welfare  System  as  we  know  it." 
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However,  there  are  concerns  and  questions  that  need  to  be  expressed  about 
the  "two  years  and  you're  out"  provision  and  the  proposed  method  of 
financing  for  this  reform. 

Welfare  reform  should  be  used  to  instruct  parents  and  require  mothers  and 
fathers  to  be  responsible  parents.   It  cannot  be  used  to  punish  mothers  and 
children.   Reform  should  ensure  that  the  programs  and  services  allow  both 
parents  to  be  involved  and  be  good  parents,  active  m  their  children  lives 
and  responsible  for  their  well-being.   Special  efforts  must  be  enacted  to 
ensure  that  deadbeat  dads  are  required  to  support  their  children. 
Providing  child  support  and  child  care  is  essential  to  allow  mothers  to  train 
and  work. 

True  welfare  reform  should  address  Jobs,  Families  and  Support  Services: 

1.  JOBS  -  True  Welfare  Reform  provides  solid  education  and  job 
training  followed  by  real  job  opportunities  that  provide  working  mothers  an 
improved  way  of  life.   We  should  guarantee  that  welfare  recipients  can 
earn  greater  than  the  minimum  wage  for  a  full  day's  work. 
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2.  FAMILIES  -  We  must  ensure  that  families  receive  adequate 
support  to  allow  them  to  remain  a  family.  We  should  develop  strong, 
national  child  support  enforcement  that  will  increase  a  family's  standard  of 
living  and  will  prevent  some  families  from  having  to  go  on  welfare. 

3.  SUPPORT  SERVICES  -  Services  provided  to  welfare  recipients 
should  be  sensitive  to  barriers  that  might  preclude  their  participation,  such 
as  adequate  child  care,  bilingual  proficiency,  and  transportation. 

Job  Training  is  key  to  empowering  welfare  recipients  to  make  a  permanent 
transition  to  employment.   The  reform  of  current  job  training  programs 
available  should  afford  flexibility  in  hours  of  instruction  and  vocational 
fields.    Consideration  should  be  given  to  make  the  training  accessible  and 
available  in  other  languages. 

The  new  system  must  allow  enough  flexibility  for  mothers  to  work  part- 
time  or  full-time  at  other  than  minimum  wage  employment. 

True  welfare  reform  will  require  investments  in  education  and  worker 
training  which  will  allow  parents  to  become  more  self-sufficient.  Job 
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development,  placement,  and  job  retention  activities,  including  case 
management  services  for  recipients  reentering  the  workplace  is  desperately 
needed. 

I  look  forward  to  the  discussions  that  will  follow  from  other  members  of 
Congress  in  the  coming  months. 

I  can  speak  for  all  the  members  of  the  task  force  when  I  say  that  we  will 
review  carefully  all  legislation  introduced  and  work  diligently  to  ensure  that 
Welfare  Reform  is  done  right.   For  the  sake  of  families  and  children,  WE 
must  get  this  right. 
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DEMOCRATIC  FRESHMAN  CLASS  PRINCIPLES  FOR  WELFARE  REFORM 

Co-Chairpersons  of  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force:    Rep.  Eva  Clayton.  Reo.  Bohbv  Rush 

OVERARCHING  THEMES: 

1.  FRAMEWORK:    Human  dignity,  responsibility,  and  respect  are  the  cornerstones  of  the  American 
tradition.    The  congressional  welfare  reform  debate  must  recognize  that  all  people  have  basic  human  and 
civil  rights. 

2.  PURPOSE  IS  SELF-SUFFICIENCY,  A>fD  FINANCING  SHOULD  NOT  BE  REGRESSIVE: 

True  welfare  reform  will  require  investments  in  education,  worker  training,  and  child  care  programs  in 
order  to  allow  parents  to  become  more  self-sufficient.    Therefore,  adequate  financing  should  be 
considered,  but  at  the  very  least  the  programs'  financing  should  not  be  regressive. 

3.  COMPREHENSIVE  WELFARE  STRATEGY:    Welfare  reform  should  include  simultaneous 
consideration  of  a  broader  anti-poverty  strategy  to  ensure  that  a  permanent  underclass  of  poverty  is  not 
created.   Welfare  reform  must  include,  among  other  things,  provisions  for  universal  healdi  care 
coverage,  increased  child  care  programs,  job  training  and  job  creation  programs,  an  expanded  Earned 
Income  Tax  Credit,  and  other  anti-poverty  programs. 

JOBS; 

1 .  TRAINING:   Job  training  is  critical  to  enabling  welfare  recipients  make  the  transition  to  permanent 
employment.   Job  training  programs  should  afford  flexibility  in  hours  of  instruction  and  vocational 
fields.   There  are  currently  over  120  federal  job  training  programs.   Consideration  should  be  given  to 
consolidating  these  programs  and  providing  effective  outreach  strategies  for  recipients.   Job  training 
information  should  be  accessible  and  available  in  other  languages. 

2.  PLACEMENT:   There  must  be  an  effort  to  ensure  that  people  are  not  just  trained  in  basic 
interviewing  skills  and  placed  in  "make  work"  public  sector  jobs.   Welfare  reform  must  involve  placing 
welfare  recipients  in  jobs  that  pay  a  living  wage. 

3.  IMPOSITION  OF  INFLEXIBLE  TIME  LIMITS:   A  fixed,  arbitrary  time  limit  will  not  work. 
Congress  must  carefully  define  the  parameters  of  such  a  time  limit,  and  provide  flexibility  to  account  for 
situations  in  which  job  training  and  placements  may  not  work  for  certain  individuals.   We  must 
recognize  that  our  nation  will  never  reach  full  employment  -  there  will  always  be  a  certain  percentage  of 
the  population  that  cannot  be  placed. 

FAMILY; 

1.  ENCOURAGING  STRONG  FA\nLIES:   The  disincentives  for  mothers  to  work  part  time  and  care 
for  their  children  must  be  removed,  as  well  as  disincentives  for  couples  to  marry  that  are  inherent  in  the 
present  system.   The  new  system  must  be  flexible  enough  to  allow  for  the  reestablishment  of  stronger 
family  units  without  a  blanJcet  requirement  that  all  mothers  must  work  full  time  at  minimum  wage  jobs: 
the  respect  for  the  balance  between  work  and  family  that  the  rest  of  society  enjoys  should  be  extended  to 
those  within  the  lower-income  echelons  of  society.   The  system  should  seek  to  keep  families  together  by 
eliminating  penalties  for  two-parent  households  and  by  allowing  them  to  accumulate  the  resources 
necessary  to  maintain  stability  before  they  leave  AFDC. 
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2.  TEEN  PREGNANCY: 


A.  PREVENTION  PROGRAM  AND  SUPPORT  SERVICES:   There  must  be  a 
comprehensive,  national  teen  pregnancy  prevention  program,  including  school-based  services 
such  as  self-esteem  and  family  planning  counseling.    For  teens  who  do  become  pregnant,  every 
reasonable  effort  must  be  made  to  help  both  parents  finish  high  school,  including  linkages  with 
support  services  such  as  child  care,  parenting  classes,  nutrition  programs,  and  school -to-work 
transition  programs. 

B.  TEEN  MOTHERS  REQUIRED  TO  LIVE  WITH  A  RESPONSIBLE  ADULT:    Teen 
mothers,  and,  if  needed,  their  families,  should  be  given  special  case  management  services.  Rules 
regarding  parents  and  grandparents  as  guardians  must  be  reviewed  and  reformed  to  make  it 
possible,  where  appropriate,  for  teen  mothers  to  remain  in  their  homes  and  receive  AFDC  and 
support  services.    To  address  the  problem  of  teens  getting  pregnant  to  be  independent,  teen 
mothers  should  be  required  to  be  living  in  the  home  of  a  responsible  adult  (parent,  teacher, 
counselor,  relative,  etc.)  who,  if  not  a  parent,  shall  act  in  loco  parentis,  as  determined 
appropriate  by  the  mother  and  her  case  manager. 

C.  ABSTINENCE  AND  FAMILY  PLANNING:    Both  teenage  males  and  females  should  be 
instructed  on  the  merits  of  sexual  abstinence  and  should  be  availed  with  family  planning  services 
in  order  to  instill  in  them  a  sense  of  responsibility  about  parenthood  and  an  understanding  of 
alternatives  to  pregnancy. 

3.  CHILD  SUPPORT:    We  must  develop  a  strong,  national  child  support  enforcement  system  which 
will  have  the  effect  of  preventing  many  mothers  from  having  to  go  on  welfare  because  they  cannot 
collect  the  child  support  to  which  their  children  are  entitled.    Any  welfare  reform  proposal  should 
include  federalized  child  support  collection  of  support  which  has  been  court-ordered,  easier  paternity 
establishment  methods,  and  a  minimum  assured  benefit  level. 


SUPPORT  SYSTEMS: 

1.  STREAMLINING  BUREAUCRACY,  INCLUDING  ONE-STOP  SHOPPING  AND  EXAMINING 
THE  POTENTIAL  FOR  RECREATING  THE  PRESENT  DELIVERY  SYSTEM:   Reforms  should 
replace  the  current  eligibility-checker  system,  a  system  based  on  issuing  checks,  with  a  case  management 
system,  a  system  based  on  giving  recipients  the  tools  to  become  permanently  self-sufficient.   The 
bureaucracy  of  the  welfare  system  must  be  simplified  and  streamlined  by  adding  "one-stop  shopping" 
sites  where  recipients  receive  information  on  and  apply  for  all  necessary  services,  including  child  care, 
transportation,  counseling,  housing,  child  support,  education  and  training  opportunities,  and  current  job 
market  openings.   There  should  also  be  an  emphasis  on  creating  an  entirely  new  delivery  system  focused 
on  giving  localities  enough  flexibility  to  deliver  services  so  as  to  remove  barriers  to  employment. 

2.  AUGMENTATION  OF  INFORMATION  ON  UNDERSERVED  POPULATIONS:    Both  at  the 
national  and  state  level,  availability  of  data  on  underserved  populations  and  welfare  are  very  limited;  it  is 
therefore  difficult  to  explore  issues  such  as  intergenerational  dependency  and  child  care  concerns  as  they 
relate  to  women  from  these  populations  and  their  families.    Greatly  improved  data  collection  will  be 
necessary  to  gain  an  accurate  picmre  of  these  underserved  populations  and  their  use  of  welfare,  their 
attitudes  about  welfare,  and  the  dynamics  of  poverty  among  single-mother  families  in  these  populations. 

3.  FRAUD:    Some  jurisdictions  have  implemented  programs  to  reduce  the  incidence  of  welfare  fraud.   A 
comprehensive  review  of  these  programs  should  be  undertaken  so  as  to  ascertain  and  utilize  dieir  most 
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effective  aspects  on  a  nationwide  basis,  including  examination  of  the  technology  to  electronically  transfer 
benefits. 

4.  CASE  MANAGER:    As  a  client  moves  through  different  phases  of  the  reform  program,  they  may 
become  discouraged  and  exit  the  program  because  of  particular  circumstances  (examples:    intimidation, 
poor  self  image,  etc.).    In  addition,  friends  and  family  are  not  supportive  when  the  client  begins  to 
change  her  life  style.    Therefore,  a  case  manager  should  serve  as  a  support  system  throughout  a  client's 
panicipation  in  the  welfare  reform  program. 

5.  TRANSPORTATION:    In  both  rural  and  urban  areas,  transportation  is  a  necessary  component  to 
allow  individuals  to  have  access  to  educational  and  training  programs,  job  interviews,  and  child  care 
services.   Moreover,  because  rural  counties  have  low  population  density,  systems  will  also  have  to  be 
created  to  address  this  unmet  need. 

6.  BILINGUAL  SERVICES:   Welfare  reform  in  many  urban  areas  will  involve  diverse  populations. 
Often  people  who  would  be  eligible  for  a  certain  program  or  service  miss  the  opportunity  to  participate 
because  of  a  language  deficiency.   We  must  provide  bilingual,  culturally-sensitive  services  in  any  welfare 
reform  effort. 

7.  JOB-RELATED  EXPENSES:   In  order  to  pay  fees  and  other  expenses  related  to  self  sufficiency, 
individuals  must  have  fiinds  to  assist  with  meals  outside  of  the  home,  uniforms  or  supplies  that  are 
essential  to  education  or  job  training,  expenses  that  must  be  paid  in  order  to  meet  program  expectations, 
and  personal  items  that  allow  individuals  to  interact  with  others  without  the  stigma  of  being  viewed  as  a 
welfare  recipient. 

7.  CfflLD  CARE  SERVICES:   Parents  are  unable  to  enter  programs  or  work  if  there  is  a  lack  of  child 
care  services.   The  availability  and  access  to  services,  as  well  as  such  issues  as  flexibility  of  hours,  and 
the  quality  of  child  care  services  are  important  considerations.   Child  and  dependent  care  that  is 
affordable  and  of  high  quality  must  be  available  not  only  to  participants  in  education  and  job  training 
activities,  but  also  to  those  entering  the  paid  labor  force  for  enough  time  to  enable  them  to  become  self- 
sufficient. 


GEOGRAPHIC  DISCRIMINATION; 

I.  TERRITORIES:  the  unique  situation  of  the  Territories  and  the  Commonwealth  of  Puerto  Rico 
pertaining  to  federal  programs  of  social  assistance  must  be  re-examined  with  the  purpose  of  having  these 
insular  areas  fully  participate  in  the  programs  and  principles  which  will  result  from  welfare  reform.  The 
needs  and  contributions  of  the  over  four  million  American  citizens  living  in  the  Territories  should  not  be 
overlooked;  thus,  the  federal  government  must  take  assertive  steps  to  implement  measures  which  may  be 
necessary  in  order  to  include  these  citizens  within  the  goals  of  welfare  reform. 

FINANCING; 

I.  POTENTIAL  TAX  INCREASE:   The  proposal  should  not  be  financed  on  the  backs  of  poor 
Americans  by  cutting  AFDC  and  other  aspects  of  our  social  safety  net  in  order  to  pay  for  the  reforms. 
There  must  be  an  adequate  investment  made,  not  just  lip  service.   The  budget  rules  are  tough,  but  this 
effon  cannot  have  the  net  result  of  making  the  poorest  members  of  society  worse  off  than  they  were. 
The  potential  for  a  tax  increase  to  pay  for  the  new  system  must  be  considered. 
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2.  OTHER  POSSIBLE  FUNDING  SOURCES: 


A.  PROGRESSIVE  PREMIUM  SCHEME  FOR  MEDICARE  PART  B:    Under  Medicare, 
Part  B  is  optional  and  partially  paid  for  by  premiums  (25%),  with  the  rest  (75%)  being 
subsidized  by  the  general  treasury:  even  millionaires  on  Medicare  Part  B  get  a  75%  subsidy  from 
the  government.   The  CBO  has  estimated  that  $18.5  billion  could  be  saved  over  five  years  by 
phasing  in  a  higher  premium  starting  with  individuals  who  make  over  $50,000  and  couples 
making  over  $65,000.   The  phase-in  would  end  at  50%  (so  the  beneficiary  is  paying  half  rather 
than  one-quar-ter  of  the  cost  of  the  program),  which  would  apply  to  individuals  over  $60,000  in 
annual  income  over  $80,000.   Obviously,  there  are  other  options  using  this  idea  that  can  raise 
more  revenue. 

B.  TAX  ON  FOREIGN  INVESTMENT:   This  option  comes  from  the  Citizens  for  Tax  Justice: 
a  5%  tax  on  interest  earned  by  foreigners  lending  in  the  United  States  (on  loans  to  American 
companies  and  the  U.S.  Government.)  This  was  exempted  from  taxation  in  1984.   Typically, 
this  interest  income  is  not  reported  to  foreigners'  home  governments.  As  a  result,  the  U.S.  has 
become  a  major  international  tax  haven.   The  tax  could  be  waived  if  a  foreign  lender  supplies  the 
information  necessary  to  report  the  interest  to  the  foreign  home  government.   The  five  year  gain 
Is  estimated  to  be  at  least  $15  billion,  possibly  more. 

3.  LEGAL  IMMIGRANTS  SHOULD  NOT  BE  TARGETED:    Legal  immigrants  pay  taxes  into  our 
system.  When  there  are  hard  times,  they  face  the  same  challenges  citizens  face.   Legal  immigrants 
should  not  be  targeted  as  the  only  poor  people  who  will  be  made  to  pay  for  these  reforms.  Any  redesign 
of  the  public  benefits  system  must  ensure  that  legal  immigrants  are  able  to  fiilly  participate. 

(4/94) 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mrs.  Clayton. 
Ms.  Waters. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  MAXINE  WATERS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Ms.  Waters.  Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Chairman.  I  certainly 
thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  present  my  thoughts  on  welfare 
reform.  Welfare  reform  provides  an  excellent  vehicle  to  provide 
major  opportunities  for  poor  children,  ranging  from  expanded  in- 
vestments in  child  care,  education,  training  and  job  creation,  to 
stronger  child  support  enforcement  and  new  child  support  assist- 
ance initiatives.  At  the  same  time,  no  single  issue  is  more  ripe  for 
exploitation  than  the  current  debate  on  welfare  reform. 

I  commend  President  Clinton  for  attempting  to  tackle  this  com- 
plex economic  political  and  social  problem.  His  proposal  makes  sig- 
nificant strides  toward  helping  welfare  recipients  work.  Most  espe- 
cially, his  plan  would  give  health  care  and  child  care  to  those  who 
wish  to  work,  removing  a  primary  work  disincentive  for  many  poor 
people.  I  also  commend  the  work  of  many  of  my  congressional  col- 
leagues, including  Representatives  Mink,  Woolsey,  and  Matsui, 
who  have  offered  serious  programs  to  deal  with  the  problems  faced 
by  those  receiving  public  assistance. 

I  am  proposing  my  own  alternative  which  builds  on  the  good 
ideas  of  the  Clinton  plan,  including  child  care  and  job  training  pro- 
grams, and  the  Matsui  plan,  expanded  job  opportunities  and  a  less 
punitive  approach  to  the  problem.  My  proposal  kind  of  goes  beyond 
those  bills  in  ways  I  believe  are  vital  to  a  "genuine"  welfare  reform 
program. 

When  we  talk  about  welfare  reform,  we  have  to  begin  with  some 
kind  of  truth.  We  have  to  talk  about  the  fact  that  more  than  two- 
thirds  of  all  recipients  on  AFDC  are  children  and  that  the  adults 
caring  for  those  children  are  doing  so  as  single  parents.  The  major- 
ity of  adults  receiving  AFDC  face  obstacles  to  employment  for  a 
number  of  reasons:  Limited  education  and  job  skills,  alcohol  and 
substance  abuse,  crime  and  violence,  inadequate  housing  and  so 
forth. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  welfare  reform  proposal  is  in  the  final  draft- 
ing stage  and  I  hope  to  introduce  it  shortly.  I  want  to  talk  briefly 
about  tne  specifics  of  my  proposal  which  take  the  discussion  of  wel- 
fare reform  in  a  new  and  creative  direction. 

First,  encouraging  work  should  be  done  in  a  positive  way.  My 
proposal  will  establish  a  series  of  meaningful  incentives  that  make 
it  worth  people's  while  to  choose  work  over  welfare.  For  example, 
my  bill  contains  a  tax  exemption  on  the  first  2  years  of  any  busi- 
ness microenterprise  established  by  an  AFDC  recipient.  An  individ- 
ual kind  of  enterprise  zone,  if  you  might  say. 

Current  rent  policies  in  public  housing  tie  rent  directly  to  in- 
come. This  is  a  powerful  disincentive  for  low-income  persons  to 
seek  employment.  Under  my  proposal,  these  types  of  policies  would 
be  replaced  with  incentives  that  encourage  low-income  persons  to 
seek  employment  and  retain  a  larger  portion  of  their  take-home 
pay. 

Second,  my  proposal  takes  a  less  punitive  approach  to 
noncustodial    low-income   parents.    Many   low-income    fathers    are 
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simply  unable  to  meet  their  responsibilities  to  their  children.  They 
may  be  disabled,  in  jail,  unemployed,  underemployed  and  working 
low-wage  jobs. 

I  know  it  is  popular  to  talk  about  deadbeat  fathers,  and  for  those 
who  can  pay,  they  should  pay,  and  we  should  get  the  money.  But 
I  am  not  about  to  endorse  any  proposal  that  is  going  to  give  the 
old  "year  and  a  day"  to  folks  who  have  no  jobs,  no  hope  of  getting 
a  job,  and  who  simply  are  worse  off  than  the  welfare  mothers.  So 
I  think  we  are  going  to  have  to  deal  with  that  in  some  way,  and 
I  think  there  are  some  ways  that  we  can  deal  with  it. 

The  reality  is  that  many  of  these  fathers  cannot  contribute 
enough  to  keep  their  children  from  poverty.  Pursuing  child  support 
from  these  fathers  only  pushes  them  deeper  into  poverty  and  fur- 
ther alienates  them  from  their  children.  My  proposal  proposes  op- 
tions to  encourage  low-income  fathers  to  support  their  children. 

For  example,  teen  fathers  should  be  able  to  pay  their  child  sup- 
port by  attending  parenting  classes,  providing  babysitting  services 
for  the  children,  by  earning  their  high  school  diploma.  You  are 
talking  about  empowering  many  folks  who  want  to  do  something 
but  they  just  don't  know  a  way  out. 

And  if  you  have  got  a  teenage  mother  that  you  are  going  to  teach 
to  become  self-sufficient,  we  really  ought  to  be  able  to  tie  in  teen- 
age fathers  in  some  way.  Because  thev,  too,  want  to  do  something, 
and  if  they  want  to  go  back  to  school,  even  though  it  may  not  be 
within  this  committee's  oversight,  we've  got  to  find  a  way.  We  can't 
iust  take  off  forgetting  about  these  teenage  fathers.  They  have  as 
little  wisdom  as  the  teenage  mothers.  They  need  as  much  help  and 
we  should  somehow  draw  them  into  this  and  not  just  simply  say 
they  are  deadbeat  because  they  don't  want  to  take  care  of  their 
children. 

They  don't  have  any  way  of  doing  it.  Most  people  are  not  going 
to  say  it.  It  is  not  popular  to  say  it.  It  is  not  politic  to  say  it,  but 
from  those  of  you  who  live  and  work  and  have  grown  up  in  these 
communities,  we  know  what  the  facts  are  and  we  ought  to  try  to 
deal  with  them  honestly. 

In  some  cases,  victimless  felony  records  of  fathers  should  be 
sealed.  Highly  controversial,  I  know,  but  we  need  to  look  at  a  way. 
We  have  got  thousands  upon  thousands  of  young  people  who  are 
now  ex-felons,  they  are  not  going  to  get  any  jobs.  There  are  no 
homes  for  them. 

They  will  never  be  able  to  take  care  of  their  children.  They  will 
continue  to  hang.  They  will  be  in  the  underground  selling  rock  co- 
caine, et  cetera,  et  cetera.  And  we  need  to  talk  about  how  we  help 
them  to  transition  from  those  kinds  of  situations  into  the  work 
world. 

And  maybe  there  are  some  opportunities  to  take  a  look  at  now 
we  can  take  some  of  these  victimless  crimes  and  seal  records,  or 
do  something  that  will  give  them  an  opportunity. 

Job  readiness  and  placement  programs  should  focus  on  job  readi- 
ness skills  and  create  partnerships  with  employers  willing  to  hire 
from  this  target  population.  Low-income  fathers  would  be  able  to 
avail  themselves — should  be  able  to  avail  themselves  of  some  of  the 
same  case  management  that  we  are  talking  about  for  these  low-in- 
come mothers. 
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If  you  have  fathers  who  are  going  to  support  their  famihes  and 
they  are  trying,  and  you  have  mothers  who  have  a  case  manager, 
why  can't  we  say  that  they,  too,  can  avail  themselves  of  the  coun- 
seling that  is  available  to  the  mothers  in  order  to  better  themselves 
so  that  they  can  become  more  productive  and  perhaps  help  support 
their  children. 

My  bill  would  assist  grandparents  who  assume  the  responsibility 
for  caring  for  unsupervised  children.  Many  grandparents  now  are 
taking  care  of  these  children,  they  do  it  in  a  more  costly  fashion 
than  the  old  foster  program. 

We  kind  of  ignore  this,  and  we  kind  of  say,  well,  if  they  take 
them  over  and  they  do  it,  it  is  all  right.  And  we  don't  try  and  give 
them,  you  know,  assist  them  in  ways  beyond  maybe  the  welfare 
grant.  We  even  cut  the  grant  sometimes  when  the  grandparents 
take  over,  and  I  think  we  should  look  at  that. 

These  features  make  my  legislation  I  think  more  profamily.  And, 
of  course,  I  am  really  looking  at  how  we  develop  some  promarriage 
features  in  this  and  give  credit  for  that,  in  the  sense  that  the  bill 
would  "materially"  encourage  marriage  and  assist  responsible 
grandparents. 

In  addition,  my  proposal  anticipates  economic  needs  for  newly 
employed  AFDC  recipients  that  other  plans  may  not.  For  example, 
in  addition  to  rent  reform,  my  bill  would  establish  some  transpor- 
tation allowances.  And  I  want  to  look  at  insurance  subsidies.  In  a 
place  like  California,  where  it  costs  you  $3,000  in  redline  commu- 
nities a  year  to  get  automobile  insurance — and  we  don't  have  rapid 
transit — for  whoever  gets  a  job  making  minimum  wages,  there  is 
no  way  that  they  can  have  transportation,  pay  for  automobile  in- 
surance, and  talk  about  going  to  work  and  not  burving  themselves, 
it  just  does  not  work,  and  we  need  to  look  at  building  individual- 
ized plans  which  fit  those  needs. 

There  are  many  costs  which  people  will  need  assistance  to  meet, 
and  we  should  try  to  meet,  if  we  are  serious  about  bringing  new 
workers  into  the  mainstream  of  economic  society. 

And  finally,  my  proposal  takes  a  different  approach  to  the  issue 
of  noncompliance.  Where  most  plans  would  drop  recipients  from 
AFDC  roles  or  reduce  their  payments,  I  would  like  to  look  at  that — 
if  there  is  such  a  thing  as  noncompliance.  My  proposal  would  ap- 
point a  representative  payee  to  help  manage  the  cash  benefits  for 
the  family.  This  concept  has  been  used  by  the  Social  Security  Ad- 
ministration for  some  time  for  beneficiaries  who  are  xmable  to  man- 
age their  own  affairs.  Under  my  proposal,  when  a  person  makes 
application  for  AFDC,  they  will  agree  to  a  prescribed  set  of  terms 
that  they  must  abide  by  in  order  to  receive  an  AFDC  check.  Non- 
compliance of  those  terms  would  result  in  appointment  of  a  rep- 
resentative payee. 

In  this  case,  this  recipient  may  lose  control  of  the  actual  cash  as- 
sistance awarded  but  the  family  and  most  importantly,  the  children 
will  not  have  to  suffer  a  loss. 

Mr.  Chairman,  again,  I  would  like  to  thank  you  for  allowing  me 
to  share  some  of  my  views.  Of  course,  my  legislation  is  a  bit  more 
definitive,  but  I  really  do  pride  myself  in  saying  that  not  only  do 
I  spend  an  awful  lot  of  time,  priority  time,  working  in  housing 
projects  and  have  done  so  for  many  years,  trying  to  create  employ- 
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ment,  training  programs,  et  cetera,  I  was  raised  on  welfare.  I  un- 
derstand what  a  welfare  family  is;  how  it  operates  and  the  kinds 
of  assistance  that  is  important  to  get  people  off  welfare. 

I  think  there  is  a  need  for  this  country — and  we  should  be  a 
country  who  gives  support  where  it  is  needed,  but  I  do  believe  we 
should  empower  people.  And  I  can  tell  you,  having  been  raised  in 
a  welfare  family,  I  can  think  of  and  know  of  those  things  that  could 
have  helped  us  out  of  that  situation  a  lot  sooner  than  it  did. 

There  is  nothing  wrong  with  welfare  children.  There  is  nothing 
wrong  with  welfare  parents.  Some  of  us  do  make  it  to  Congress, 
where  we  can  speak  up  for  welfare  families  and  talk  about  what 
is  really  needed. 

But  we  simply  cannot  buy  into  the  political  rhetoric  of  "2  years 
and  you  are  off."  Hell,  some  people  will  be  off  in  6  months  with  the 
right  kind  of  support.  Others  will  be  off  in  18  months.  But  maybe 
some  need  3  years. 

We  need  to  individualize  these  plans.  We  need  to  stop  trying  to 
determine  eligibility  with  a  socialworker  and  put  some  real  person 
in  the  system  and  do  some  real  case  management  and  help  people 
along.  I  really  think  we  can  forge  a  good  bill  by  taking  all  of  the 
ideas  and  not  simply  doing  a  political  number  on  the  heads  of  wel- 
fare recipients.  And  I  want  to  give  of  my  time  and  effort  to  the  de- 
gree that  I  can  to  help  make  it  happen. 

And  I  thank  you  for  your  work  and  allowing  all  of  us  to  come 
in  here  and  bend  your  ear. 

Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  would  ask  a  couple  of 
questions,  but  you  took  your  time  and  my  time,  too,  Ms.  Waters, 
so  I  am  going  to  go  right  on  to  Mr.  Rush. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BOBBY  L.  RUSH,  A  REPRESENTATIVE  IN 
CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  ILLINOIS 

Mr.  Rush.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Chairman. 

And,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  want  you  to  know  that  I,  too,  commend 
you  for  your  activities  and  it  is  very  encouraging.  I  know  that  you 
are  at  the  helm  of  this  particular  subcommittee  which  is  going  to 
do  so  much  in  terms  of  defining  welfare  reform.  I  was  more  than 
pleased  but  greatly  encouraged  by  your  statements  earlier  and  the 
positions  that  you  were  taking  and  the  questions  that  you  raised 
to  some  of  the  prior  witnesses  before  this  committee. 

I  greatly  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before  the  sub- 
committee this  afternoon.  Both  on  a  personal  basis  and  also  as 
cochair,  along  with  my  esteemed  colleague  Eva  Clayton  of  the 
freshman  Democratic  class  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force.  I  am  ex- 
tremely interested  in  Congress'  development  of  legislation  on  this 
issue.  I  would  imagine  that  I  will  not  be  the  only  person  to  say  this 
today,  but  I  would  implore  the  Members  of  this  body  to  remember 
that  the  overwhelming  majority  of  welfare  recipients  are  in  that  po- 
sition only  as  a  last  resort.  Most  would  do  anything  to  get  off  of 
welfare.  Punitive  and  mean-spirited  legislative  approaches  to  solv- 
ing the  welfare  reform  dilemma  will  only  serve  to  increase  the  des- 
peration and  hopelessness  which  permeate  so  many  American  con- 
gressional districts  like  my  own. 
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As  part  of  the  deliberations  of  our  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force, 
we  recently  put  together  a  comparison  chart  of  five  of  the  major 
welfare  reform  bills,  including  the  Clinton,  Matsui,  McCurdy,  Wool- 
sey,  and  Michel  bills.  Our  analysis  found  that  the  Clinton  bill  was 
less  conservative  than  the  Republican  and  Mainstream  Forum  ap- 
proaches, which  are,  by  the  way,  largely  punitive  in  my  estimation, 
and  less  progressive  than  the  Matsui  and  Woolsey  bills,  which  are 
much  more  reasonable. 

And  since  I  am  pleasantly  surprised  at  how  comprehensive  and 
enlightened  Bob  Matsui's  bill  is,  I  would  certainly  recommend  that 
the  subcommittee  and  the  entire  committee  move  solidly  in  the  di- 
rection of  his  approach.  During  my  service  for  nearly  a  decade  as 
Chicago  alderman,  it  never  ceased  to  amaze  me  the  number  of  indi- 
viduals who  came  to  me  each  week  with  only  one  request,  and  that 
request  was  simply:  A  job. 

These  requests  continue  now  as  Congressmen  representing  the 
same  constituency,  and  these  requests  continue  because  the  na- 
tional economic  upturn  has  not  jet  "trickled  down"  to  many  of  our 
Nation's  severely  economically  expressed  areas. 

I  would  urge  as  we  move  toward  serious  consideration  of  legisla- 
tive alternatives,  that  we  focus  on  areas  that  none  of  the  current 
bills  adequately  address:  Namely,  the  issue  of  job  creation. 

I  am  very  concerned  that  a  sizable  number  of  persons  in  districts 
like  mine  will  fall  through  the  cracks  and  end  up  destitute  once  the 
new  program  is  implemented.  I  fear  this  because  of  the  difficulty 
of  finding  jobs  which  pay  a  living  wage,  which  are  accessible  to  the 
areas  where  my  constituents  live. 

I  realize  there  are  provisions  in  the  bill  for  obtaining  rather  re- 
stricted public  sector  jobs  if  no  other  option  is  available.  However, 
I  am  concerned  about  whether  these  types  of  jobs  will  be  made 
available  in  the  quantity  necessary  to  counteract  the  unemploy- 
ment rates  that  exist  today  on  the  South  Side  of  Chicago  and  in 
many  other  urban  areas. 

As  a  brief  aside,  I  must  refer  to  what  is  happening  in  my  district 
today  to  job  creation.  Last  week,  the  mayor's  office  announced  a 
half  million  dollar  grant  to  the  Chicago  Urban  League.  The  league 
will  monitor  and  promote  minority  worker  and  company  involve- 
ment in  large  Chicago  development  projects.  By  awarding  this 
grant,  the  city  was  trying  to  deflect  the  criticism  that  it  richly  de- 
serves related  to  these  large  projects. 

Even  when  the  work  takes  place  in  minority  areas,  as  it  is  now 
with  the  rejuvenation  with  one  of  the  main  transit  lines,  a  very 
small  percentage  of  area  residents  are  given  an  opportunity  to 
work  on  these  projects. 

Although  the  Urban  League  grants  offer  a  glimmer  of  hope  that 
this  sorry  history  would  change,  I  believe  that  only  the  Federal 
Government  can  alter  the  culture  of  discrimination  and  exclusion 
that  prevails  in  Chicago  and  many  other  areas  of  the  country. 

Although  it  is  practically  heresy  to  advocate  creation  of  new  pro- 
grams during  these  tight  budgetary  times,  it  is  my  considered  be- 
lief that  Congress  should  look  to  the  example  of  last  year's  failed 
JOBS  stimulus  bill  for  clues  about  how  to  create  the  jobs  that  will 
be  needed  and  necessary  to  make  the  welfare  reform  effort  more 
successful.  The  types  of  jobs  that  should  be  created  under  this  type 
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of  program,  rather  than  make-work,  streetsweeping  positions,  that 
would  be  created  under  this  type  of  program,  are  jobs  that  could 
lead  to  long-term  security  and  livable  wages  for  a  great  many  de- 
serving Americans.  As  they  learn  how  to  repair  our  decaying  na- 
tional infrastructure,  workers  will  be  gaining  skills  that  will  serve 
them  throughout  their  entire  lives. 

It  is  my  strong  belief  that  the  only  way  we  are  going  to  be  able 
to  recreate  and  reform  our  welfare  system  is  to  give  current  welfare 
recipients  work  options,  not  a  simplistic  boot  off  the  roles  and  a 
wave  goodby  as  they  and  their  famihes  move  to  a  homeless  shelter, 
if  that  homeless  shelter  is  available.  I  would  urge  my  colleagues  on 
this  body  and  on  the  full  committee,  whether  you  complete  welfare 
reform  legislation  this  year,  next  year  or  any  year,  to  remember 
that  without  jobs,  welfare  reform  is  meaningless. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Rush. 

Mr.  Becerra. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  XAVTER  BECERRA,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
EV  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CALIFORNIA 

Mr.  Becerra.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I,  too,  want  to  thank  you  for  convening  these  hearings  and  of 
course  commend  you  as  well  for  the  work  you  are  trying  to  do  to 
finally  get  us  into  some  mode  of  reforming  welfare  as  we  currently 
know  it. 

Let  me  also  add  that  I  support  many  of  the  remarks  that  have 
been  made  by  some  of  my  colleagues  and  I  support  the  efforts  of 
Mrs.  Mink,  Mr.  Matsui,  Ms.  Woolsey,  to  try  to  also  provide  some 
reforms.  But  rather  than  talk  about  a  number  of  issues,  let  me  con- 
centrate on  just  one,  something  I  have  spoken  about  on  many  occa- 
sions. That,  of  course,  is  the  issue  of  legal  immigrants  in  this  case. 

Chairman  Ford.  Let  me  ask  you  something.  I  would  like  for  you 
to  come  back.  We  have  set  a  date  for  financing  of  the  welfare  pack- 
age and  you  probably  want  to  testify  at  that  time.  You  can  testify, 
if  the  gentleman  wants  to,  but  we  have  sort  of  said  to  Members 
later  we  will  get  into  the  issue  of  financing  and  deeming.  I  think 
that  you  probably  want  to  come  then.  We  are  setting  a  day  aside; 
August  9  is  the  day  that  we  are  going  to  be  doing  that.  I  think  it 
would  be  critical,  because  we  certainly  want  to  have  your  com- 
ments and  views  at  that  time. 

We  have  said  to  Members  who  want  to  get  into  that  today,  to 
let's  talk  about  it  later.  You  are  welcome  here,  we  will  hear  it.  But 
I  think  that  is  the  day  that  we  are  going  to  hear  from  both  sides 
of  the  aisle  here,  and  hear  other  witnesses.  You  certainly  can  be 
leadofF  witness,  all  of  the  Members  will  be  on  that  financing  part 
of  it.  I  think  that  is  what  I  would  like  for  you  to  do.  August  9  is 
the  date  that  we  have  set  for  the  financing  part  of  the  bill. 

Mr.  Becerra.  Mr.  Chairman,  let  me  take  you  up  on  that  sugges- 
tion and  iust  focus  my  remarks  on  those  areas  that  would  affect 
legal  imm"igrants  with  regard  to  the  actual  qualification  for  assist- 
ance and  not  talk  about  the  financing  proposals. 

I  thank  you  for  advising  me  of  that  and,  of  course,  I  will  make 
sure  that  I  am  here  to  testify. 
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Chairman  Ford.  I  didn't  mean  to  give  you  two  different  rounds 
for  testimony. 

Mr.  Becerra.  I  will  take  advantage  of  as  many  opportunities  as 
I  can. 

Let  me  say  that  the  issue  in  regard  to  those  who  are  lawfully  in 
this  country,  those  who  are  law  abiding,  do  everything  that  any  cit- 
izen does  with  regard  to  responsibilities,  including  paying  taxes 
and  having  to  serve  in  the  military  to  defend  this  country,  and 
doing  so  voluntarily,  is  a  question  that  we  should  all  address. 

With  regard  to  those  who  are  being  asked  to  provide  assistance, 
moneys,  taxpayers'  dollars,  to  make  sure  that  we  have  a  good  wel- 
fare system,  I  would  urge  this  committee  and  the  Chairman,  of 
course,  to  keep  in  mind  that  what  we  find  with  legal  immigrants 
is,  for  the  most  part,  when  you  take  a  good  look  at  most  of  the 
studies  that  have  been  done,  the  numbers  that  have  been  run,  legal 
immigrants  by  far  contribute  much  more  than  they  ever  consume 
in  services. 

And  given  that,  I  think  the  last  thing  we  would  want  to  do  is  ex- 
clude from  consideration  those  immigrants  who  are  here,  who  are 
qualified  to  become  U.S.  citizens  at  some  point  in  time,  ft-om  being 
able  to  qualify  for  anything  like  welfare — AFDC,  for  their  children 
who  may,  in  fact,  be  citizens  at  the  time  as  well. 

So  I  would  hope  that  we  would  keep  in  mind  as  we  go  through 
the  process  of  reform,  that  immigrants  are  also  those  who  at  some 
times  are  in  need,  and  at  times  what  we  will  find  is  that  they  are 
considered  those  that  should  be  outside  of  the  class  of  worthy  indi- 
viduals to  receive  the  assistance  only  because  of  their  status,  which 
would  be  a  noncitizen  status. 

But  these  are,  again,  people  who  have  every  responsibility  that 
citizens  have.  They  should  have  just  about  every  right.  Of  course, 
they  cannot  vote,  they  cannot  serve  in  certain  discretionary  and 
military  positions  because  of  their  status  as  a  noncitizen.  But  they 
do  everything  that  a  citizen  does  in  terms  of  obligations  and,  there- 
fore, they  should  be  able  to  participate  in  anything  that  they  pro- 
vide taxes  for. 

So  as  so — insofar  as  we  talk  about  the  types  of  benefits  that  any- 
one in  this  country  should  qualify  for,  I  hope  we  keep  in  mind  that 
legal  immigrants  are  paying  just  the  same  way  that  any  citizen  is 
paying,  and  they  should  be  given  full  consideration  when  it  comes 
to  welfare  reform  and  the  chance  to  qualify  and  perhaps  get  them- 
selves out  of  a  rut  so  they  can  become  full,  productive  members  of 
American  society. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  \ 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  REPRESENTATIVE  XAVIER  BECERRA 

BEFORE  THE  WAYS  AND  MEANS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

July  27,  1994 


Good  afternoon.  I  would  first  like  to  thank  Chairman  Ford  and  the  Members  of  the 
Subcommittee  for  convening  these  important  hearings  on  the  issue  of  welfare  reform.  I 
want  to  commend  your  efforts  and  those  of  the  Clinton  Administration  in  addressing  the 
many  flaws  of  the  current  welfare  system. 

As  the  Administration  has  noted  in  its  bill,  3  out  of  every  4  welfare  recipients  who 
leave  welfare,  eventually  return  at  some  point  in  the  future.  For  the  sake  of  the  millions 
of  poor  families  and  in  particular  their  children,  we  need  to  fundamentally  change  welfare 
so  that  it  can  provide  them  a  permanent  way  out  of  poverty.  But  in  achieving  real  reform 
we  must  also  bear  something  else  in  mind:  welfare  reform  must  not  help  some  people 
at  the  expense  of  others. 

It  is  therefore  with  great  distress  that  I  must  voice  my  strong  opposition  to  the 
financing  provisions  of  several  of  the  major  reform  bills  which  propose  to  pay  for  reform 
by  cutting  or  severely  restricting  SSI  benefits  received  by  legal  immigrants.  As  we  craft 
a  reform  package  I  hope  that  we  will  consider  three  points: 

First,  it  is  a  matter  of  equity.  Legal  immigrants  have  every  responsibility  U.S. 
citizens  have,  including  paying  taxes  and  serving  in  the  military.  By  some  estimates,  legal 
immigrants  pay  in  excess  of  $25  billion  more  in  taxes  to  all  levels  of  government  than 
they  take  out  in  public  services.  Legal  immigrants  serve  in  the  military,  risking  their  lives 
to  protect  and  promote  the  United  States  of  America. 

It  seems  to  me  uncharitable  and  insensitive  to  deny  or  severely  restrict  assistance 
to  legal  immigrants  who  are  aged,  blind  or  disabled,  and  yet  continue  to  expect  their 
families  to  continue  contributing  their  tax  dollars  to  help  others  in  their  time  of  need. 

Secondly,  denying  legal  immigrants  federal  assistance  or  making  it  more  difficult 
to  access  will  inevitably  shift  the  costs  to  local  and  state  governments. 

In  a  May  6  letter  to  President  Clinton,  the  National  Conference  of  State 
Legislatures  (NCSL)  noted  that  many  states  with  large  immigrant  populations  such  as 
New  York,  Illinois  and  California  are  "now  serving  increased  caseloads  of  legal  immigrants 
who  would  have  been  eligible  for  SSI"  as  a  result  of  Congress'  decision  last  Fall  to  pay 
for  extension  of  Unemployment  Insurance  benefits  by  lengthening  the  deeming  period 
for  legal  immigrants  from  3  to  5  years. 

And  third,  as  NCSL  pointed  out,  as  a  result  of  the  1971  Supreme  Court  decision 
Graham  v.  Richardson,  states  and  localities  may  not  exclude  persons  from  participating 
in  their  welfare  programs  on  the  basis  of  their  legal  immigration  status. 


Furthermore,  the  Mainstream  Forum  and  the  Administration's  proposal  to  permit 
states  to  deny  benefits  to  legal  immigrants  may  be  in  direct  conflict  with  the  fact  that 
lawfully  residing  immigrants  are  part  of  a  protected  class  and  such  classifications  are 
subject  to  a  higher  standard  of  legal  review  against  discrimination.  Thus,  despite  the 
legislative  intent  in  some  of  these  welfare  proposals,  the  U.S.  Constitution  and  Supreme 
Court  precedent  may  make  a  burdensome  cost-shift  from  federal  to  state  and  local 
government  treasuries  a  virtual  inevitability. 

Mr.  Chairman,  my  objections  to  the  financing  proposals  are  rooted  not  solely  in  the 
points  I  have  just  detailed,  though  I  would  hope  that  they  might  suffice.  Mr.  Chairman, 
I  also  tal<e  issue  with  the  rationale  for  singling  out  immigrants,  put  forth  by  members  of 
the  Administration  and  some  of  my  colleagues  in  the  Congress:  statements  which  have 
the  allure  of  fact  and  truth,  but  are  in  fact  either  untrue  or  unproven. 

For  example,  the  Administration  has  been  quoted  in  news  accounts  defending  its 
financing  proposal  by  alleging  that  legal  immigrants  and  their  sponsors  are  abusing  the 
welfare  system.  Yet  0MB  has  stated  in  writing,  and  I  quote  "With  regards  to  information 
on  sponsor  abuse  or  abandonment  of  aliens  we  have  no  information  that  such  a  problem 
exists."  And  the  Social  Security  Administration  has  stated,  also  in  writing  "[Ojniy  a  very 
small  subset  of  non-citizens  wlio  apply  for  SSI  disability  may  be  involved  in  fraudulent 
activities"  and  SSA  "does  not  characterize  it  as  a  widespread  problem." 

Sponsors  of  the  Mainstream  Forum  welfare  reform  proposal  have  claimed  that  their 
plan  would  "merely  call  upon  sponsors  to  take  their  responsibility  seriously."  However, 
0MB  and  SSA  have  confirmed  that  the  vast  majority  of  sponsors  are  in  fact  faithful  to 
their  charge  and  that  allegations  to  the  contrary  are  exaggerated. 

Mr.  Chairman,  not  only  is  the  SSI  abuse  not  widespread  but,  to  the  degree  to 
which  it  might  exist,  it  is  also  not  confined  to  the  immigrant  population,  according  to  the 
Social  Security  Administration.  Yet,  legal  immigrants  who  play  by  the  rules,  who 
contribute  to  the  wealth  and  prosperity  of  our  country,  are  being  unfairly  expected  to 
shoulder  a  disproportionate  part  of  welfare  reform. 

Mr.  Chairman,  if  this  comes  to  pass,  we  have  to  ask  ourselves  what  have  we  really 
gained  by  attempting  to  give  dignity  to  one  group  of  people  by  taking  it  from  another? 
Promoting  such  uncharitable  policies,  in  the  midst  of  the  current  nativist  resurgence,  not 
only  lacks  the  moral  excellence  for  which  welfare  reform  should  strive,  but  in  my 
judgement  it  is  also  reckless.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  believe  that  in  a  country  as  industrious  and 
generous  as  ours,  we  can  and  must  do  better. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  NYDIA  M.  VELAZQUEZ,  A  REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  YORK 

Ms.  Velazquez.  Good  afternoon. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Good  afternoon. 

Ms.  Velazquez.  I  would  Uke  to  thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and 
the  members  of  this  subcommittee  for  convening  this  most  impor- 
tant hearing  on  welfare  reform. 

I  also  want  to  thank  the  Clinton  administration  for  its  efforts  to 
put  an  end  to  welfare  as  we  know  it,  a  system  that  has  failed  this 
Nation's  poor. 

Let  me  be  frank,  the  current  push  for  welfare  reform  seems  to 
be  largely  driven  by  a  deficit  of  care  for  the  Nation's  welfare  recipi- 
ents, and  a  lack  of  understanding  of  the  causes  of  poverty  and  job- 
lessness in  this  country.  The  purpose  of  my  testimony  today  is  two- 
fold: First,  to  explain  what  is  needed  to  help  people  become  self- 
sufficient.  And  second,  to  highlight  some  of  the  major  problems 
with  the  administration's  welfare  bill. 

I,  like  Congresswoman  Maxine  Waters,  come  from  a  welfare  re- 
cipient family.  First,  we  pose  the  right  question.  Rather  than  ask- 
ing how  to  get  people  off  welfare,  we  should  ask  how  to  help  the 
Nation's  poor  become  self-sufficient. 

I  think  everyone  in  this  room  will  agree  that  the  best  way  out 
of  poverty  is  a  job,  one  that  pays  a  decent  wage,  allows  families  to 
afford  comprehensive  child  and  health  care.  How  do  we  enable  the 
poor  to  find  the  jobs?  First,  by  creating  them.  Although  we  must 
provide  the  appropriate  education,  job  training  and  job  search  as- 
sistance, education  and  training  means  nothing  without  the  oppor- 
tunity for  a  real  job.  I  do  not  mean  jobs  at  a  minimum  or  entry- 
level  wage. 

Yesterday,  Dr.  David  Ellwood  and  Mary  Jo  Bane,  cochairs  of  the 
administration's  Welfare  Reform  Task  Force,  testified  that  the  ad- 
ministration bill  will  prepare  people  for  entry-level  jobs  at  entry- 
level  wages.  I  know  the  cost  of  living  varies  around  the  country  but 
$4.25  an  hour  is  not  enough  to  raise  a  family.  Ask  yourselves  how 
many  households  can  support  themselves  on  less  than  $9,000  a 
year? 

The  administration  says  it  has  created  over  3  million  jobs  in  the 
last  18  months.  My  question  is,  what  kind  of  jobs?  Part-time  jobs 
at  fast  food  restaurants? 

In  my  district,  where  the  per  capita  income  is  $8,534,  and  nearly 
one-third  of  the  residents  live  below  the  poverty  line,  we  need  full- 
time  jobs  that  pay  a  livable  wage.  Only  then  can  we  provide  rel- 
evant education  and  training  on  a  large  scale. 

The  administration  claims  that  in  its  bill  it  guarantees  benefits 
for  2  years  in  exchange  for  a  commitment  to  participate  in  edu- 
cation and  training,  and  the  problems  of  a  large  portion  of  the  Na- 
tion's poor  will  be  solved.  I  find  that  prospect  very  unlikely.  Many 
communities  are  facing  the  lingering  effects  of  a  devastating  reces- 
sion. Many  companies  are  being  driven  abroad.  Businesses  and 
governments  are  both  downsizing.  Just  go  to  New  York  City.  Given 
this  scenario,  how  much  good  can  come  from  a  2-year  cutoff? 
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Moreover,  I  find  the  concept  of  a  2-year  cutoff  to  be  very  offen- 
sive. It  is  based  on  the  notion  that  welfare  recipients  do  not  want 
to  work,  which  is  not  true.  As  I  said  earHer,  we  must  provide  the 
jobs  or  any  reform  effort  becomes  a  waste  of  time  and  money.  This 
subcommittee  must  also  consider  the  experience  of  Riverside, 
Calif's  GAIN  program,  the  most  successful  welfare-to-work  pro- 
gram under  the  Family  Support  Act.  According  to  the  Manpower 
Demonstration  Research  Corp.,  nearly  half  of  the  participants  in 
that  program  had  not  found  a  job  by  the  end  of  2  years. 

The  administration  says  that  there  will  be  public  sector  jobs  for 
those  who  do  not  find  a  private  sector  job  within  2  years.  Again, 
where  are  the  jobs? 

This  past  Monday,  I  visited  an  income  support  center  in  my  dis- 
trict in  Brooklyn,  N.Y.  I  spoke  to  both  case  managers  and  welfare 
recipients.  Many  of  the  recipients  were  women  with  small  children. 
I  asked  them  if  you  were  offered  a  job  today,  would  you  take  it? 
All  of  them  answered  with  a  resounding  yes. 

However,  they  cited  the  lack  of  child  and  health  care  as  major 
barriers  to  finding  and  keeping  a  job.  I  also  found  that  many  of  the 
recipients  had  been  laid  off  fi-om  public  sector  jobs  as  a  result  of 
Mayor  Guiliani's  recent  budget  cuts. 

It  is  quite  ironic  that  at  a  time  when  cities  are  laying  off  people 
by  the  thousands,  the  administration  speaks  of  creating  massive 
numbers  of  public  sector  jobs  without  allocating  any  funds  for  job 
creation.  Without  them,  a  proposal  such  as  the  administration's  is 
doomed  to  fail. 

In  closing,  I  must  urge  the  members  of  the  Ways  and  Means 
Committee  to  proceed  with  caution.  Caseload  reduction  must  not 
drive  welfare  reform.  Without  adequate  job  creation,  the  Nation's 
poor  will  be  left  in  the  worst  of  all  worlds,  no  jobs  and  no  safety 
net. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Before  the  next  Member,  I  am  sort  of  in  an  embarrassing  situa- 
tion right  now.  We  have  2  additional  days  for  hearings  and  I  have 
a  primary  in  1  week  and  I  am  scheduled  to  be  back  in  Tennessee. 
My  last  flight  leaves  in  30  minutes. 

I  have  tried  to  get  other  Members  to  come,  but  I  am  in  a  primary 
and  I  really  need  to  return  to  my  district  tonight.  I  would  allow 
Members  to  come  at  any  time  tomorrow.  We  will  be  back  at  10 
a.m.,  all  day  tomorrow  and  all  day  Friday. 

I  know  that  you  have  been  here,  but  I  think  you  will  understand, 
being  about  6  days  off  from  your  primary.  I  am  in  sort  of  a  tight 
race  back  home  and  I  need  to  catch  this  flight.  Any  time  that  you 
come  in  tomorrow,  regardless  of  who  is  up,  you  will  be  able  to  walk 
right  in  and  be  able  to  give  your  testimony. 

I  wasn't  able  to  get  other  Members  in.  I  have  been  here  since  7 
o'clock  without  a  lunch  break.  I  need  to  catch  this  flight  tonight 
and  I  will  be  here  tomorrow. 

Mrs.  Fowler.  We  thank  you  for  your  patience. 

We  will  be  back. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Committee  adjourned. 

[Whereupon,  at  5:10  p.m.,  the  hearing  was  adjourned.] 
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House  of  Representatives, 
Committee  on  Ways  and  Means, 
Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources, 

Washington,  D.C. 

The  subcommittee  met,  pursuant  to  call,  at  10:05  a.m.,  in  room 
B-318,  Rayburn  House  Office  Building,  Hon.  Harold  E.  Ford  (chair- 
man of  the  subcommittee)  presiding. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  will 
come  to  order. 

Today,  the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources  holds  a  welfare 
reform  hearing  focusing  on  parental  responsibility,  and  I  am 
pleased  the  Clinton  administration  has  realized  the  importance  of 
parental  responsibility  by  designating  one-third  of  the  welfare  re- 
form proposal  to  this  topic.  Emphasis  is  placed  on  reducing  poverty 
by  keeping  families  together  and  enforcing  child  support  obliga- 
tions, as  well  as  promoting  self-sufficiency,  assisting  with  day  care 
and  transportation,  and  providing  education,  training,  and  work  in- 
centives. 

Last  year,  almost  553,000  paternities  were  established,  over  1 
million  support  obligations  were  ordered,  and  collections  were 
made  for  over  2.8  million  cases.  It  is  important  not  to  overlook  that 
close  to  242,000  families  were  removed  from  AFDC  because  of  child 
support  collections  and  12  percent  of  AFDC  payments  were  saved 
as  a  result  of  child  support  enforcement  These  statistics  are  ex- 
pected to  increase  with  the  voluntary  paternity  acknowledgment 
provision  passed  in  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993 
and  new  enforcing  methods,  some  of  which  will  be  discussed  here 
today. 

Even  with  these  promising  statistics,  there  are  still  problems 
with  the  program  that  need  to  be  addressed  with  the  witnesses 
today  giving  consideration  to  the  different  bills  that  are  before  this 
subcommittee.  These  problems  include,  but  are  not  limited  to,  dif- 
ficulties with  implementation  of  the  Family  Support  Act,  the  var- 
ious issues  addressed  by  the  Interstate  Commission  on  Child  Sup- 
port, child  support  assurance,  and  federalization  of  the  entire  child 
support  program. 

I  was  encouraged  by  the  response  to  the  subcommittee's  call  for 
public  witnesses  on  the  subject  of  parental  responsibility,  and  I 
look  forward  to  hearing  from  the  witnesses  today. 

Before  I  call  up  the  first  panel,  when  we  ended  yesterday,  there 
were  several  Members  of  the  House  who  were  here  and  I  indicated 
time  would  be  allotted  today  for  them  to  testify  before  the  sub- 

(595) 


596 

committee.  They  would  be  heard  first.  I  see  Mr.  Franks  of  Con- 
necticut. Would  you  come  down? 

Mr.  Franks,  I  am  delighted  to  have  you  here  today.  I  apologize 
to  the  four  witnesses  who  were  here  yesterday  and  wanted  to  tes- 
tify, and  I  recognize  you  at  this  time. 

Thank  you  very  much  for  coming  back  this  morning  and  we  look 
forward  to  your  testimony. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  GARY  A.  FRANKS,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  CONNECTICUT 

Mr.  Franks.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  commend  you  for  having  these  hearings  today  and  for  your  pa- 
tience. As  you  may  know,  as  chairman  of  the  Republican  Task 
Force  on  Welfare  Reform,  I  do  support  H.R.  3500  but  have  also  of- 
fered four  other  bills  that  will  deal  with  a  narrow  aspect  of  welfare 
reform. 

Today,  I  would  like  to  talk  about  one  bill  that  would  deal  with 
a  debit  card,  H.R.  4764.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  strongly  believe  that  we 
should  take  cash  out  of  our  welfare  system  and  replace  welfare 
checks  with  a  debit  card.  This  would  give  us  as  taxpayers  an  ac- 
counting of  all  dollars  spent  by  a  welfare  recipient.  However,  I  do 
recognize  that  there  may  be  a  need  to  allow  a  small  amount  of  cash 
for  incidental  items  but  I  would  hope  that  the  vast  majority  of  wel- 
fare funds  would  be  dispensed  via  a  debit  card. 

The  card  would  have  a  picture  of  the  recipient  on  it  and  it  would 
resemble  a  Master  Card  or  Visa  card.  Major  expenses  such  as  rent 
and  utility  bills  would  be  paid  directly  via  electronic  transfer. 

I  believe  that  billions  of  taxpayers'  dollars  intended  for  families 
with  dependent  children  are  ending  up  in  the  hands  of  drugdealers 
via  the  purchase  of  drugs  by  some  welfare  recipients.  Thus,  I  be- 
lieve that  it  is  playing  a  major  negative  role  in  the  gang-related 
crime  activities  in  our  cities.  After  all,  if  there  is  high  unemploy- 
ment, high  drug  trafficking,  and  high  welfare  use  in  our  inner 
cities,  it  would  cause  one  to  believe  that  taxpayers'  dollars,  welfare 
dollars  are  being  used  to  buy  illegal  drugs. 

It  has  been  reported  in  a  Columbia  University  study  that  upward 
of  25  percent  of  those  individuals  on  welfare  are  drug  abusers.  In 
Chicago,  we  all  read  how  20  people  were  living  in  a  2-bedroom 
apartment  with  the  4  adults  receiving  approximately  $4,500  in  wel- 
fare cash.  It  was  alleged  that  all  four  adults  were  drug  abusers. 
Part  of  their  $4,500  was  going  to  support  their  alleged  drug  habits, 
not  going  to  supporting  their  children. 

A  debit  card  system  would  eliminate  that  problem.  I  have  talked 
to  police  officials  in  my  State  and  what  they  have  said  is  that  they 
would  beef  up  their  police  patrols  on  the  3d  and  16th  of  the  month. 
State  welfare  check  days.  They  can  document  how  drug  activities 
would  increase  on  those  days. 

I  truly  do  applaud  the  administration,  Mr,  Chairman,  for  agpi'ee- 
ing  to  look  to  automation  in  the  dispensing  of  welfare  funds  but  we 
cannot  have  a  card  system  that  would  allow  welfare  recipients  to 
draw  out  their  funds  in  the  form  of  cash.  That  defeats  the  purpose 
of  having  an  accounting  of  the  taxpayers'  funds  and,  thus,  under 
the  administration's  plan,  recipients  would  still  be  able  to  buy  ille- 
gal drugs  with  their  welfare  money. 
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A  pilot  program  with  a  debit  card  is  being  reviewed  by  the  State 
of  Connecticut  with  my  hometown  of  Waterbury  designated  as  a 
test  city.  I  would  hope  that  a  true  debit  card  type  system  would 
be  a  part  of  any  welfare  reform  bill  adopted  by  your  subcommittee, 
Mr.  Chairman. 

Thank  you  for  allowing  me  to  testify. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Franks. 

The  Vice  President  has  proposed  an  electronic  debit  card  over  the 
past  couple  of  months.  Are  you  talking  something  similar  to  what 
the  Vice  President  is  talking  about,  the  electronic  debit  card  for  all 
food  stamps  and  cash  payments. 

Mr.  Franks.  Yes,  I  have  been  talking  about  this  issue  for  a  long 
time.  I  do  applaud  the  administration  for  agreeing  that  we  should 
get  out  of  the  check  giving  business.  What  they  would  like  to  do, 
where  we  diflFer,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  over  the  fact  that  they  would 
like  to  still  allow  the  welfare  recipient  to  be  able  to  take  that  card 
and  draw  out  a  large  sum  of  cash.  My  point  is  that  would  still 
allow  the  person  to  go  out  and  purchase  drugs. 

If  you  are  able  to  get  an  accounting  of  the  dollars  by  use  of  a 
debit  card,  then  we  would  have  an  accounting  of  every  dollar  spent. 
There  is  a  need  for  incidental  dollars  to  go  to  a  welfare  recipient 
and  there  is  a  need  to  have  a  direct  payment  system  established 
for  utility  companies  and  for  landlords.  But  it  is  mv  strong  belief, 
and  it  can  be  documented  by  police  officials,  by  Columbia  Univer- 
sity, by  a  number  of  individuals  that  a  large  percentage  of  welfare 
dollars  are  ending  up  in  the  hands  of  drugdealers.  Even  if  it  is  only 
10  percent,  it  is  a  large  sum,  a  lot  of  money  that  is  fueling  the 
gang-related  crime  with  activities  that  are  going  on  in  our  inner 
cities. 

I  do  commend  the  administration,  along  with  Secretary  of  Agri- 
culture Mike  Espy,  for  looking  at  the  electronic  card  aspect  of  wel- 
fare reform  so  that  we  can  try  to  eliminate  some  of  the  fraud  that 
is  in  our  current  system.  But  I  believe  we  should  go  even  further 
and  have  an  accounting  of  the  spending  of  every  taxpayer's  dollar. 
We  do  the  same  for  United  Technologies;  we  do  the  same  thing  for 
General  Dynamics;  all  corporations  that  would  receive  government 
dollars  would  have  to  report  to  the  government  how  they  are  dis- 
pensing those  funds.  We  have  a  mega  billion-dollar  welfare  indus- 
try and  we  have  no  accounting  for  where  those  dollars  are  going. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  was  trying  to  carry  it  one  step  beyond  because 
the  Vice  President's  plan  with  Mike  Espy  does  not  address  what  we 
are  trying  to  address  here.  The  earned  income  tax  credits  for  those 
making  a  minimum  wage  for  a  family  of  three  or  right  above  the 
minimum  would  have  a  credit  coming  to  them  not  at  the  end  of  the 
year  the  way  I  understand  the  President's  proposal,  and  even  the 
Republican  component  of  a  JOBS  bill — a  job  component  is  adopted, 
they  would  have  that,  a  credit  coming,  and  I  don't  know  whether 
that  credit  would  be  monthly  or  biweekly. 

Mr.  Franks.  My  program  would  accommodate  that. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  understand,  but  no  cash,  you  are  saying,  from 
the  card? 

Mr.  Franks.  I  didn't  say  that.  There  is  a  need  for  incidental 
cash.  I  would  say  that  that  could  be  capped  off  at  2  or  3  percent 
of  the  overall  allocation,  because  sometimes  you  have  to  get  on  a 
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bus,  you  have  to  wash  your  clothes.  We  realize  that.  I  did  state 
that  for  incidental  expenses  we  recognize  that  there  should  be  a 
percentage  of  the  allocation  that  can  be  derived  in  cash  but  for  the 
vast  majority,  hopefully  97  percent,  it  should  be  controlled  so  we 
have  an  accounting  of  those  dollars. 

Chairman  Ford.  A  person  who  is  working  on  a  job  paying  $5  an 
hour  and  receiving  I  think  it  would  be  $2,850  for  a  family  of  three 
annually,  and  they  are  working  every  day,  is  going  to  need  more 
than  97  percent  of  his  or  her  money. 

What  about  their  paycheck  if  it  is  a  part  of  this  electronic  card? 
Their  food  stamp  disregard  would  be  there,  whatever  that  monthly 
payment  would  be,  the  earned  income  tax  credit  would  be  there, 
plus  they  would  hate  to  go  off  the  system  for  their  pay.  Maybe  they 
want  it  to  be  a  part  of  an  automatic  deposit  on  the  electronic  debit 
card.  You  are  saying  the  $2,800  a  year,  broken  down  over  a  12- 
month  period,  the  $4.50-  or  $5-an-hour  job  in  which  we  are  trying 
to  place  people  off  welfare  into  the  work  force,  it  would  probably 
be  electronic  too. 

Mr.  Franks.  We  are  not  talking  about  earned  income  but  about 
taxpayers'  dollars,  and  welfare  checks  today  are  taxpayers'  dollars 
and  we  as  taxpayers  should  have  an  accounting  of  those  dollars. 

If  a  person  works,  that  person  should  be  able  to  do  what  he 
wants  with  his  money,  but  if  the  money  comes  from  Uncle  Sam, 
Uncle  Sam  should  have  an  accounting  of  it. 

We  do  not  require  documentation  of  spending  from  welfare  re- 
cipients. That  is  wrong.  We  are  feeding  the  drug  industry  in  our 
cities  because  of  that  fact,  in  my  opinion. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  would  hate  to  take  the  poor  and  itemize  the 
$300  or  $400  in  cash  benefits  and  food  stamps. 

I  think  you  are  right  on  target  what  you  are  saying. 

Mr.  Franks.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford,  Mr.  Grandy. 

Mr.  Grandy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman, 

I  thought  I  understood  the  concept  of  the  debit  card  until  you 
and  the  Chairman  had  a  colloquy,  Mr.  Franks.  Let  me  understand 
exactly  what  you  are  suggesting  should  be  included  in  this  account 
that  would  be  debited  by  this  card.  We  are  talking  about  AFDC  for 
the  parents  and  the  child? 

Mr.  Franks.  Yes. 

Mr.  Grandy.  Are  we  talking  about  cashing  out  food  stamps  and 
putting  that  in  the  account,  too? 

Mr,  Franks,  In  my  original  bill  food  stamps  were  not  included 
in  the  concept,  but  I  would  not  be  opposed  to  it.  I  have  had  dialog 
with  the  Agriculture  Department,  and  it  would  make  sense  since 
they  are  moving  toward  a  card,  to  have  one  that  would  be  sort  of — 
to  borrow  a  term,  universal. 

Mr.  Grandy.  My  State  has  begun  to  experiment  with  what  thev 
call  an  Iowa  family  investment  plan,  which  is  an  attempt  to  roll 
a  lot  of  these  separate  subsidies  into  a  Connecticut  stop-shop  con- 
cept. Whether  or  not  that  would  work  nationally  remains  to  be 
seen. 

What  you  are  basically  talking  about  is  the  cash  AFDC  benefit 
that  would,  rather  than  flow  in  cash,  essentially  be  an  account 
from  which  you  would  draw  down? 
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Mr.  Franks.  Exactly,  via  the  use  of  an  electronic  card  that  would 
resemble  a  Master  Card  or  Visa  and  would  have  the  welfare  recipi- 
ent's picture  on  it.  With  the  exception  of  certain  accounts  such  as 
rents  and  utilities,  which  would  be  paid  directly  via  electronic 
transfer,  and  incidental  cash  which  would  have  to  be  determined 
as  far  as  what  should  be  the  maximum  reasonable  percent  of  inci- 
dental cash,  all  other  dollars  we  would  have  an  accounting  of. 

Mr.  Grandy.  So  this  would  in  no  way  affect  what  kind  of  EITC 
money  a  person  might  collect  and  certainly  would  not  affect  their 
salary? 

Mr.  Franks.  No.  It  does  not  get  involved  with  the  tax  structure, 
nor  does  it  get  involved  with  employment  earnings. 

Mr.  Grandy.  That  is  the  one  part 

Chairman  Ford.  Will  the  gentleman  yield?  I  like  his  plan.  If  we 
reform  the  welfare  system  under  some  of  these  plans  they  will  have 
access  to  these  other  benefits  and  I  don't  have  a  problem  with  the 
electronic  debit  card  at  all. 

Mr.  Grandy.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  didn't  suggest  you  did.  I  was  try- 
ing to  figure  out  what  would  be  in  the  account  and  what  wasn't. 
And  when  we  started  talking  about  salaries  and  EITC  I  wasn't 
sure  whether  or  not  we  were  talking  about  some  kind  of  massive 
new  account  which  would  basically  budget  poor  people  on  some 
kind  of  allowance,  which  I  think  is  mildly  insidious. 

It  seems  to  me  that  what  you  are  talking  about  really  is  trying 
to  take  cash  off  the  table  and  being  used  in  any  kind  of  black  mar- 
ket setting,  drugs  or  otherwise.  Is  that  a  fair  assessment  of  what 
you  are  trying  to  do? 

Mr.  Franks.  Yes,  with  the  exception  of  incidental  cash  that  one 
would  see  as  being  required,  such  as  to  be  able  to  wash  one's 
clothes,  take  a  taxi  or  bus,  et  cetera. 

Mr.  Grandy.  You  said  something  about  a  2  or  3  percent 

Mr.  Franks.  That  is  to  be  determined — I  am  not  making  a  rec- 
ommendation on  that.  I  would  hope  that  it  will  be  a  very,  very 
small  percentage. 

Mr.  Grandy.  Spending  money? 

Mr.  Franks.  Recipients  would  be  able  to  use  the  cards.  Now  in 
the  present  form  as  outlined  by  the  administration,  the  person  can 
take  their  card  and  draw  out  their  full  check.  I  am  saying  that  they 
should  have  a  limit — they  can  go  to  the  bank  with  their  card  but 
they  would  have  a  limit  as  to  how  many  dollars  they  can  extract 
via  the  card.  Whether  it  is  2,  3  or  4  percent,  I  have  not  worked  out 
a  reasonable  calculation,  but  the  vast  majority  of  their  resources, 
90  percent-plus,  would  be  debited  from  their  accounts  via  the  card. 

Mr.  Grandy.  This  would  be  the  percentage  of  cash  you  could  pull 
out  and  would  be  pegged  I  assume  to  your  income  where  you  are 
on  the  poverty  scale.  If  you  are  not  working,  you  will  need  probably 
more  cash,  particularly  if  you  are  searching  for  a  job,  wouldn't  you 
agree? 

Mr.  Franks.  Yes. 

Mr.  Grandy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  for  coming.  Let  me  just  say  for  the 
record,  I  favor  the  electronic  debit  part  of  this  for  all  of  the  govern- 
ment's cash  disbursements  to  the  recipients.  As  it  relates  to  how 
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much  cash  one  can  draw  down,  I  don't  think  we  have  anything  that 
could  support  welfare  recipients  buying  drugs. 

When  you  are  talking  about — I  have  seen  the  Columbia  report 
and  we  have  seen  4  or  5  percent  of  welfare  recipients  might  have 
some  type  of  drug  or  alcohol  habit,  but  it  is  difficult  for  families, 
mothers  of  children  to,  in  my  State  $189  a  month  for  three  chil- 
dren, it  is  very  difficult  to  survey  them. 

In  my  hometown  now,  I  have  put  together  a  cultural  camp  in  two 
housing  projects  which  started  Monday  of  this  week.  Children  are 
telling  us  in  the  camps  since  school  has  been  out  they  have  been 
^oing  without  food  for  1  day,  IV2  days,  1  week.  With  $300  a  month 
in  food  stamps  and  $189  in  cash  assistance  for  a  family  of  three, 
I  can  understand  why  it  is  very  difficult. 

I  like  the  idea  of  an  electronic  debit  card  to  be  used.  I  am  con- 
cerned, even  with  what  the  Vice  President  is  talking  about,  if  there 
is  a  new  welfare  policy,  we  are  talking  about  additional  funds  and 
would  like  to  see  the  debit  card,  $4.50-,  $5-,  $6-an-hour  job  wages 
would  come  in,  whether  or  not  wages  could  be  part  of  that  same 
card,  but  no  restrictions  on  individuals  even  with  their  food  stamps 
and  any  other  Federal  cash  payment  under  that  debit  card. 

I  think  that  we  would  have  to  see  whether  or  not  there  is  any 
evidence  that  would  support  any  type  of  limiting  their  cash  funds 
coming  from  this  particular  card.  We  will  certainly  look  at  this.  We 
talked  about  this  some  time  ago  and  that  part  of  the  electronic 
debit  card  I  am  very  interested  in,  and  looking  at  the  whole  plan 
of  welfare  reform.  Thank  you  for  testifying. 

Mr.  Fingerhut,  you  are  recognized  at  this  time. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  ERIC  D.  FINGERHUT,  A 
REPRESENTATIVE  IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  OHIO 

Mr.  Fingerhut.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the 
subcommittee.  I  want  to  thsink  the  subcommittee  for  listening  to  so 
much  testimony.  This  is  an  issue  that  interests  a  lot  of  us  and  we 
appreciate  the  opportunity  even  though  we  are  not  members  of  the 
committee  to  come  in  and  share  our  views.  I  would  like  to  ask  per- 
mission to  submit  testimony  at  a  later  time  to  the  subcommittee. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  record  will  be  left  open  for  the  testimony. 

Mr.  Fingerhut.  I  also  want  to  call  the  Chairman's  attention  to 
the  fact  that  I  have  introduced  a  bill,  H.R.  3742,  which  contained 
my  broad  views  on  the  subject  of  welfare  reform  and  I  would  like 
to  submit  a  summaiy  for  the  record. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  will  be  able  to  submit  a  summary  of  the 
bill  for  the  record. 

Mr.  Fingerhut.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  have  been  working  with  a 
number  of  the  task  forces,  the  Freshman  Democratic  Task  Force, 
et  cetera.  I  am  a  cosponsor  of  other  bills,  particularly  the  asset- 
based  welfare  reform  bill  that  I  believe  is  important.  I  would  like 
to  make  four  brief  points  this  morning  purely  out  of  my  personal 
interest,  three  out  of  personal  experience  and  one  out  of  philoso- 
phy. 

My  personal  experience  is  that  I  began  my  career  as  a  Legal  Aid 
legal  services  corporation  lawyer  in  Cleveland  working  with  low- 
income  persons  and  with  senior  citizens.  I  then  became  associate 
director  of  a  program  called  Cleveland  works,  which  is  a  private. 
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nonprofit  job  training  and  placement  program  in  the  Cleveland 
area  that  helps  parents  on  AFDC  find  fiill-time  jobs  with  health 
benefits.  So  I  have  worked  in  this  area  and  believe  that  I  have 
some  experience  that  may  be  relevant.  My  three  observations  all 
come  fi-om  having  worked  with  and  trying  to  help  people  on  welfare 
get  jobs. 

First,  there  is  an  important  distinction  between  job  training  and 
job  placement  and  this  distinction  is  one  that  I  hope  that  the  com- 
mittee will  take  into  account  as  we  move  toward  expanding  the  op- 
portunities for  training  and  placement  programs. 

The  experience  that  I  have  with  training  programs  is,  fi-ankly, 
not  a  very  positive  one.  I  don't  include  in  this  the  4-year  college 
education  which  we  would  hope  everyone  could  receive,  but  the 
JPTA  JOBS  style  training  programs  that  purport  to  train  welfare 
recipients  to  find  better  jobs  are  frankly  in  my  opinion  only  mar- 
ginally successful.  I  have  read  all  the  studies.  The  most  promising 
one,  the  Riverside  study,  even  the  ones  which  get  headlines  in  the 
paper  showing  success  if  you  really  read  the  details,  are  of  mar- 
ginal value. 

In  contrast,  job  placement  can  be  successful.  We  have  found  in 
our  program  that  if  you  help  people  who  have  not  had  a  connection 
to  the  work  force  in  an  intensive  way  to  make  that  connection — 
if  you  can  get  a  program  or  get  somebody  to  serve  as  a  reference, 
to  polish  interviewing  and  resume  skills,  to  make  sure  transpor- 
tation is  in  place,  and  to  address  felony  records  in  a  way  satisfac- 
tory to  an  employer — then  people  on  welfare  can  become  the  best 
ana  the  brightest  employees  for  companies  in  all  of  our  commu- 
nities. So  I  want  to  urge  the  subcommittee  as  you  are  looking  at 
how  to  expend  new  dollars  to  help  people  leave  welfare,  to  give  at- 
tention to  the  job  placement  world.  I  do  believe  it  works.  I  have 
seen  it  work  firsthand. 

The  second  point  is  it  is  clear  under  any  of  the  plans  submitted, 
under  the  administration's  plan,  under  Mr.  Matsui's  plan,  under 
the  Republican's,  there  is  going  to  be  more  money  pumped  into  pro- 

frams  to  help  people  try  to  get  off  welfare  whether  it  is  to  avoid 
itting  the  cutoff  or  whether  it  is  just  to  broaden  opportunities.  I 
urge  the  subcommittee  to  let  those  dollars  be  expended  in  a  way 
that  the  programs  and  the  people  who  are  in  the  community  pro- 
viding those  services  can  compete  for  them  and  can  have  opportuni- 
ties to  use  the  dollars. 

My  experience  is  that  the  programs  that  have  been  strictly  ad- 
ministered by  government  agencies  are  not  good  and  successful 
programs.  I  am  sure  there  are  exceptions  to  that,  but  in  my  experi- 
ence they  become  very  bureaucratic,  very  much  focused  on  main- 
taining the  jurisdictions  of  the  particular  agencies.  For  a  long  time 
money  flowed  from  the  Federal  Government  to  State  and  county 
departments  of  human  services  to  provide  social  services.  After  the 
Family  Support  Act  passed,  the  focus  moved  to  job  training  and  all 
of  a  sudden  people  who  were  social  service  providers  became  job 
trainers.  They  are  not  necessarily  the  best.  There  are  private  non- 
profits, civic  groups,  and  church  groups  who  do  this  work. 

Let  these  groups  compete  for  the  money.  We  were  a  private  non- 
profit, every  year  we  submitted  a  contract  to  the  State.  We  set 
goals  and  if  we  didn't  meet  the  goals,  we  were  penalized  finan- 
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cially,  but  it  gave  us  a  great  incentive  and  there  were  always  other 
people  in  the  community  who  said  they  could  do  it  as  well  as  us 
and  wanted  to  compete  for  those  dollars  and  they  should  have  had 
the  right  to  do  it. 

Third,  the  administration  and  all  the  plans  address  the  question 
of  phaseins.  Unless  we  find  a  huge  amount  of  money — I  know  the 
Republican  plan  does  find  a  large  amount  of  money  by  eliminating 
all  services  to  illegal  aliens — but  unless  that  approach  is  adopted, 
it  is  clear  that  there  needs  to  be  some  phasein  of  services  within 
the  profile  category. 

The  administration  has  proposed  phasing  in  starting  with  young- 
er AFDC  recipients  on  the  theory  I  believe  that  you  want  to  bre^ 
the  cycle  before  the  cycle  starts. 

I  want  to  suggest  an  opposite  experience.  The  State  of  Ohio  in 
our  contract  at  Cleveland  works  told  us  they  wanted  us  to  work 
with  the  hardest  to  place  people.  We  said,  fine,  you  define  it  and 
we  will  work  with  it.  They  naturally  went  to  the  people  who  had 
the  longest  experience  on  welfare,  people  who  had  been  on  welfare 
4,  6,  8  years. 

Our  experience  was  those  were  the  easiest  to  place.  This  is  rea- 
sonable if  we  think  about  it.  They  tend  to  be  older  and  more  ma- 
ture— we  are  talking  about  90-percent  women,  single  mothers — 
their  children  are  older  and  already  in  elementary  school.  It  is  a 
lot  easier  to  help  people  in  that  situation  find  a  job  that  they  can 
support  their  families  and  get  off  welfare. 

I  would  suggest  that  we  will  get  a  bigger  bang  for  our  buck  if 
we  focus  on  people  who  have  been  on  welfare  for  a  longer  period 
of  time  because  we  will  have  a  better  success  rate  keeping  people 
off  welfare,  and  politically  it  is  as  appealing  as  any  theory  to  help 
begin  this  process  by  focusing  on  long-term  welfare  recipients. 

The  last  point  is  not  about  experience  but  about  philosophy.  All 
the  plans  also  have  in  them  some  job  component,  a  job  program. 
I  am  a  very  strong  supporter  of  those  kinds  of  programs.  Every 
time  the  idea  comes  up  somebody  throws  up  the  CETA  experience 
as  a  criticism.  I  believe  this  subcommittee  has  enough  good,  tal- 
ented, smart  members  who  can  avoid  whatever  pitfalls  there  are. 

There  are  good  people  in  our  local  communities  who  have  work 
that  needs  to  be  done  in  the  communities.  There  is  broad  public 
support  I  believe  for  the  notion  of  providing  productive  activities 
for  people  to  do  as  an  alternative  to  being  on  welfare. 

It  has  also  come  to  be  known  as  workfare.  This  is  a  word  we 
ought  to  try  and  avoid  if  at  all  possible.  The  reason  we  want  people 
working  is  because  it  has  the  dignity  of  work,  you  are  being  paid 
for  the  services  that  you  perform.  It  strikes  me  linguistically  that 
you  are  either  working  or  you  are  on  welfare.  If  you  are  on  welfare, 
you  are  getting  a  cash  subsidy  because  you  are  in  trouble  and  be- 
cause you  need  help.  If  you  are  working,  you  are  getting  paid  for 
the  value  of  your  services. 
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Linking  those  two  words  together  degrades  the  value  of  work.  I 
suggest  that  this  committee  have  a  broad-based  job  program.  We 
shouldn't  be  afraid  of  that.  I  believe  it  has  broad  political  support 
in  this  country.  But  we  must  also  frame  our  language  in  a  way  that 
indicates  that  what  we  are  doing  is  providing  services  not  so  that 
someone  can  work  off  a  welfare  check  but  so  tnat  they  are  perform- 
ing a  valuable  service  in  our  community  and  we  are  going  to  pay 
them  for  that  service. 

I  thank  the  Chairman  for  his  indulgence. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 

[Attachments  are  being  held  in  the  committee  files.] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  THB  HONORABLE  ERIC  D.  FIMGERHDT  BEFORE  THE 

SUBCOMMITTEE  OM  UUMMI  RESOURCES  OF  THE 

HOnnR  COMMIVVBB  OM  WAVa  AHO  MJSAHH 

ON  WELFARE  REFORM 

JOLY  21,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  Thank  you  for 
the  opportunity  to  share  my  views  with  you  on  the  subject  of 
welfare  reform.  I  comiaend  the  members  of  the  Subcommittee  for 
their  effort  to  reach  out  to  all  members  of  the  House  on  this  very 
important  issue. 

Before  making  my  substantive  comments,  I  would  like  to 
make  three  introductory  points.  First,  I  have  been  participating 
in  the  various  welfare  reform  task  forces  formed  by  members  of  this 
body.  While  I  do  not  agree  with  all  of  their  proposals,  I  believe 
there  arc  many  worthy  ideas  that  have  been  developed  and  I  hope  you 
will  give  them  careful  consideration.  I  am  particularly  an 
enthusiastic  supporter  of  HR  4667,  the  asset  based  welfare  reform 
bill  developed  by  the  Empowerment  Task  Force.  I  strongly  believe 
in  the  need  to  allow  low  income  people  to  accumulate  savings  and 
other  assets  as  a  means  of  leaving  poverty  permanently.  Second,  I 
have  introduced  my  own  welfare  reform  bill,  HR  3742,  and  have 
provided  a  summary  of  the  bill  for  the  record  of  this  hearing. 
While  my  bill  admittedly  pushes  the  outer  edges  of  what  I 
reasonably  expect  to  be  adopted  by  this  Subcommittee,  it  is  my 
attempt  to  answer  the  question:  "What  if  we  abolish  the  existing 
system  and  simply  start  over."  Third,  my  interest  in  this  issue  is 
based  on  personal  experience.  I  have  served  as  a  staff  attorney 
for  the  Legal  Aid  Society  of  Cleveland,  where  I  counselled  low 
income  people,  as  the  Associate  Director  of  Cleveland  Works,  a 
highly  praised  private,  non-profit  job  training  and  placement 
program  credited  with  moving  thousands  of  people  from  welfare  to 
work,  as  a  special  assistant  to  the  Mayor  of  Cleveland,  where  I 
gained  further  familiarity  with  inner-city  problems,  and,  finally, 
as  a  member  of  the  Finance  Committee  of  the  Ohio  State  Senate, 
where  I  saw  first  hand  the  drain  on  state  budgets  caused  by  the 
entire  welfare  system.  I  believe,  therefore,  that  I  speak  with  a 
personal  perspective  that  should  be  of  value  to  the  Subcommittee. 

The  substantive  points  I  wish  to  make  today  are  a 
combination  of  personal  observation  and  personal  beliefs  which  are 
the  product  of  my  years  of  experience  in  this  field.  They  are  not 
the  only  concerns  I  have  regarding  welfare  reform,  but  simply  the 
ones  that  I  believe  deserve  special  emphasis  during  this  hearing. 
I  would  like  to  make  four  points: 

Every  welfare  reform  proposal  released  thus  far  proposes 
spending  additional  sums  of  money  to  help  welfare  recipients  leave 
welfare  for  work.   Typically,  these  funds  are  described  as  going 
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for  "job  training."   The  wanner  in  which  this  money  is  expended 
chould  be  closely  examined. 

Specifically,  it  is  important  to  understand  the 
distinction  between  job  placement  services  and  traditional  job 
training  programs.  With  the  exception  of  accredited  two  and  four 
year  degrees,  this  country's  experience  with  job  training  is 
discouraging,  i  have  reviewed  virtually  all  of  the  studies  written 
on  programs  designed  to  increase  the  employability  of  welfare 
recipients  through  government  run  job  training  programs.  The 
success  of  these  programs,  even  those  which  have  drawn  national 
attention,  is  marginal  at  best.  In  contrast,  job  placement  can  be 
quite  successful.  As  Cleveland  works  demonstrates,  there  are  many 
recipients  who  can  and  do  become  top  notch  employees  for  the  most 
successful  companies  in  our  country.  What  is  required  to  help  each 
welfare  recipient  move  from  welfare  to  work  is  as  different  as  are 
the  people  themselves.  Some  need  help  finding  job  opportunities, 
others  need  help  with  their  interview  and  resume  skills.  still 
others  need  help  with  transportation  for  child  care.  An  organiza- 
tion which  has  job  placement  as  its  goal,  and  which  has  the 
flexibility  necessary  to  pursue  those  steps  that  will  help  a 
recipient  get  a  job,  will  be  successful.  in  contrast,  forcing  a 
welfare  recipient  to  participate  in  an  expensive  job  training 
program  when  all  that  recipient  needs  is  some  placement  assistance 
is  a  colossal  waste  of  taxpayers  money. 

2.  S^ppo^^t  T^e  private,  Non-Prof  it  Agencies 

A  corollary  to  the  type  of  services  available  to  welfare 
recipients  to  get  them  off  welfare  is  the  structure  of  the 
organizations  that  will  deliver  the  services.  I  strongly  urge  that 
any  new  monies  made  available  for  job  placement  or  training 
services  be  distributed  on  a  competitive  basis  and  be  available  to 
private,  non-profit  agencies.  Both  of  these  criteria  applied  to  my 
experience  at  Cleveland  Works.  First,  the  money  awarded  to 
Cleveland  Works  was  done  pursuant  to  a  contract  with  the  State  of 
Ohio  which  specified  the  perforroance  measures  expected  of  the 
agency.  For  example,  the  contract  specified  the  number  of  people 
that  must  be  placed,  the  backgrounds  of  the  people  that  could  be 
served  and  placed,  and  how  long  those  people  would  have  to  stay 
off  welfare  for  the  placement  to  qualify.  If  Cleveland  Works 
failed  to  meet  this  criteria,  they  could  be  subject  to  financial 
penalties.  Without  any  question,  there  would  be  other  non-profit 
groups  ready  and  willing  to  compete  for  the  funds  Cleveland  Works 
received.  This  process  sees  to  it  that  the  funds  flow  to  the 
agency  that  are  best  serving  the  clientele.  Second,  private,  non- 
profit agencies  tend  to  be  more  agile,  more  committed,  less 
bureaucratic  and  more  in  tune  with  the  needs  of  a  particular 
coitmunity  than  government  agencies. 

3.  Reject  The  Prgposed  Phase  In 

Most  of  the  bills  recognize  that  putting  all  welfare 
recipients   into   a   new   program   immediately   would   be   cost 


606 


prohibitive.  Accordingly,  some  manner  of  phasincf  in  these  programs 
is  required.  While  I  recognize  the  difficulty  of  this  decision,  I 
urge  you  to  reject  the  proposal  that  calls  for  a  phase-in  beginning 
with  all  welfare  recipients  25  years  of  age  and  younger.  Contrary 
to  popular  opinion,  which  holds  that  the  longer  time  someone  has 
been  on  welfare  the  harder  it  is  to  get  off,  my  experience  suggests 
that  older  women  with  older  children  tend  to  be  easier  to  place  in 
full  time  employment.  This  is  due  most  especially  to  the 
diminished  need  for  full  time  child  care,  another  expensive 
government  program,  but  also  because  of  the  maturity  and  life 
experience  of  the  individuals  themselves.  I  believe  the  25  and 
under  phase-in  would  miss  a  great  nximber  of  people  who  need  the 
opportunity  and  whose  placement  in  the  private  sector  would  save 
the  taxpayers  a  great  deal  of  money. 

4.    Public  Sector  Jobs  —  Yes;  Workfare  —  No. 

The  final  point  I  wish  to  make  is  one  of  personal 
philosophy.  1  am  a  strong  proponent  of  the  notion  that  work  is 
better  than  welfare,  and  that  government  should  be  willing  to  be 
the  employer  of  last  resort.  The  spirit  of  WPA  and  the  civilian 
Conservation  Corps  is  alive  and  well  in  this  countrj-.  There  are 
many  important  jobs  to  be  done  in  our  communities,  and  many  people 
are  willing  to  do  those  ^obs.  But  I  am  frustrated  and  disturbed  by 
the  determination  on  the  part  of  politicians  and  the  media  to 
diminish  the  value  of  these  jobs  by  calling  them  workfare.  In  my 
opinion,  you  are  either  working,  in  which  case  you  are  being  paid 
for  the  value  of  your  labor,  or  you  are  on  welfare.  Working  off  a 
welfare  check  diminishes  the  value  of  the  work.  Please  support  job 
programs,  but  please  do  not  call  them  workfare. 

Thank  you  again  for  considering  my  views.  I  look  forward 
to  working  with  the  Subcommittee  in  the  months  to  come. 
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Chairman  Ford.  So  a  workfare  job  is  still  welfare  but  a  real  job 
replacing  welfare  is  work? 

Mr.  F^GERHUT.  In  my  judgment,  that  is  correct.  When  I  hear 
people  talk  about  workfare,  what  I  hear  is  work  off  the  welfare 
check. 

Chairman  Ford.  Adding  another  entitlement  layer  and  spending 
more  money  on  welfare  for  workfare? 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  I  am  not  as  expert  on  how  much  money  each  of 
these  areas  would  cost  as  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  We  are  not  talking  about  how  much.  We  know 
there  will  be  additional  dollars. 

Mr.  Fengerhut.  I  am  willing  to  spend  the  additional  dollars;  I 
am  willing  to  look  for  places  to  find  the  additional  dollars.  I  sup- 
port a  broad-based  JOBS  program.  I  just  believe  it  ought  to  be  val- 
uable services  and  we  ought  to  pay  people  for  the  work  they  per- 
form in  those  services. 

Chairman  Ford.  Can  you  submit  to  the  subcommittee  over  the 
next  week  or  two  where  you  have  outlined  those  three  things.  I  am 
interested  in  the  first  because  I,  too,  believe  that  there  are  a  lot 
of  welfare  recipients  who  are  in  fact  job-ready,  providing  that  we 
can  do  all  of  the  things  that  you  talked  about  in  your  testimony. 

I  would  like  to  see  what  you  were  doing  with  your  agency  and 
how  it  was  structured.  I  am  interested  in  incorporating  this  into  a 
welfare  package.  I  have  a  demonstration  project  in  Tennessee  simi- 
lar to  what  you  are  speaking  of  and  I  want  to  compare  what  you 
were  doing  at  your  agency  to  see  whether  or  not  we  could  structure 
something  similar  to  your  project  in  Ohio.  We  might  give  the 
States  the  flexibility,  but  we  certainly  would  like  to  give  them  some 
guidelines  as  well. 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT,  I  would  be  happy  to  do  it. 

If  I  could,  I  have  a  personal  story  that  relates  to  this.  I  happen 
to  be  an  attorney  but  I  didn't  go  to  the  agency,  to  Cleveland  works 
as  an  attorney.  I  went  as  the  assistant  director,  as  an  adminis- 
trator. Word  quickly  got  out  to  the  participants  in  the  program  that 
I  was  an  attorney.  I  can't  tell  you  how  many  times  a  day  someone 
would  knock  on  my  office  door  and  say,  "can  I  talk  to  you,  Mr. 
Fingerhut";  come  in  and  close  the  door  and  they  would  say,  I  could 
get  a  job  today  but  the  reason  I  can't  is  because,  and  then  they 
would  list  one  of  three  areas — I  have  a  criminal  record  and  every 
time  I  tell  somebody  that  I  have  a  criminal  record  I  am  imme- 
diately disqualified  from  the  job. 

[The  following  was  subsequently  received:] 
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CLEVELAND 
WORKS       .ii' 


589-WORK 


Winler  1993-94 
Dear  (riend. 

Since  Cleveland  Works'  Inception  in  August  of  19B6. 
we  have  continually  sought  to  Identify  and  successfully  serve  the 
socioeconomic  needs  of  families  in  poverty,  especially  parents 
and  children  on  welfare.  We  have  recently  moved  our  offices  to 
the  landmark  Caxton  Building,  overlooking  the  city's  new  Gate- 
way sports  complex.  The  move  reflects  our  confidence  that 
more  and  more  families  can  "work"  their  way  out  of  the  vicious 
welfare  cycle  of  poverty,  crime,  violence,  drugs,  and  alienation. 

With  an  on-site  legal  clinic,  HeadSlart  family  develop- 
ment center,  "Beat  the  Streets"  youth  program,  health  clinic,  and 
a  400-hour  employment  training  program,  Cleveland  Works 
continues  to  expand  and  improve  its'  ability  to  remove  families 
from  poverty  through  gainful  employment.  People  cannot 
escape  poverty  without  lawyers  and  doctors,  counselors  and 
advocates,  teachers  and  trainers  working  for  them.  Developing 
programs  to  remove  employment  barriers  Is  a  small  investment 
for  the  great  reward  of  escaping  poverty  and  becoming  hard 
working,  productive,  taxpaying  citizens. 

More  than  500  ennployers  in  Greater  Cleveland  have 
hired  Cleveland  Works  graduates  Into  full-time  jotis  with  family 
health  benefits,  enabling  more  than  7,000  men,  women,  and 
children  to  no  longer  live  off  public  assistance.  Eighty  percent 
of  the  families  Cleveland  Works  has  helped  off  welfare  have 
never  returned  to  the  rolls,  generating  three  dollars  in  savings  for 
every  dollar  funded.  Hundreds  of  visitors,  including  the  Vice 
President  of  the  United  States,  want  Cleveland  Works  replicated 
nationwide,  but  the  only  way  we  can  continue  to  take  families 
from  "hell  to  heaven"  is  if  the  necessary  resources  and  funds 
exist  in  order  to  meet  the  overwhelming  demand. 

There  are  immeasurable  benefits  of  having  children 
grow  up  in  families  wNh  working  parents.  Instead  of  parents  on 
public  assistance.  Please  help  us  as  we  further  our  commitment 
to  Cleveland's  families.  Invest  in  Cleveland  Works. 


To  meet  the  workforce  demands  ot  the  1990s  and  to  be 
responsive  to  the  families  it  serves,  Cleveland  Works  has 
been  forging  a  Triangle  of  Opportunity  around  the 
following  three  cornerstones: 


Family 
Health 


QuALrrv 

EDOCAIK3N 


Gainful 
Employment 


DavkJ  B.  Roth 
Executive  Director 


y  Family  Developivient  Center 

The  Family  Development  Center  evolved  from  the  annual 
Cleveland  Works  Summer  Day  Camp.  The  main  component 
of  the  Family  Development  Center  is  on-site,  full-day,  year- 
round  HeadStarl  child  care  for  3  to  5-year-olds.  Seven  full- 
lime  staff  operate  the  program  for  10  hours  each  day,  260 
days  a  year.  There  are  60  day  care  slots  on-site,  and 
"emergency"  care  for  children  birth  to  school-age.  The  staff 
tracks  for  live  years  all  the  kids  that  leave  Cleveland  Works 
HeadStart  and  enter  kindergarten.  Most  importantly, 
Cleveland  Works  sees  to  it  that  children  get  a  true  head  start 
by  ensuring  that  parents  become  employed.  After  all,  if 
parents  have  to  be  poor  lor  their  children  to  qualify  for 
HeadStart,  it  is  a  cruel  hoax  to  focus  solely  on  the  children 
and  return  them  alter  two  years  of  great  development  and 
learning  to  the  same  poverty-stricken  environment.  The 
second  component  of  the  Family  Development  Center  Is 
lamily  education.  There  are  daily  parenting  classes  for 
parents  in  training,  called  "Family  Works,"  whk:h  include 
workshops  and  one-on-one  attention.  A  newsletter  is 
distributed  monthly,  a  special  wellness  program  has  been 
instituted,  and  a  clinical  psychologist  provides  evaluations 
and  ongoing  counseling.  The  third  component  is  a 
comprehensive,  out-patient  health  clinic— a  joint  venture 
between  Cleveland  Works  and  MetroHeaHh.  The  staff  of 
board-certified  physicians,  registered  nurses,  mid-wives,  and 
medical  assistants  at  MetroHealth  Downtown  Center 
perform  physical  examinations  and  provide  primary  care  lor 
both  acute  and  chronic  illness,  placing  an  emphasis  on 
education  and  prevention. 
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Taking  families   "from  hell  to  heaven" 


Y  I^f^AKE 

Since  1986,  over  17,000  people  have  been  through 
,Orienlalion  at  Cleveland  Works.  Word-of-mouth  continues  to 
be  the  most  edeclive  method  of  recruiting.  Nevwspapers, 
television,  billboards,  bus  placards,  direct  mail.  "Take  One" 
cards,  and  referrals  from  other  community-based  service 
agencies  are  additional  ways  people  find  their  way  to 
Cleveland  Works.   Typically,  men  and  women  accepted  into 
the  program  have  two  children  and  have  been  on  and  oil 
welfare  for  10  years.  Dally  at  1 1:00  a.m.  Cleveland  Works 
conducts  an  Orientation  to  describe  the  program  and  what  is 
expected  of  partteipants. 

Y  Training 

Full-lime  Training  runs  from  Sam  to  4pm.  Monday  through 
Friday,  for  a  minimum  of  two  4-week  cycles.  Cleveland 
Works  tries  to  mirror  the  working  world  in  terms  of  attitude, 
punctuality,  and  performance — and  each  participant 
averages  nearly  400  hours  of  training  at  Cleveland  Works. 
In  the  Job  Readiness  Workshop  students  learn  essential 
pre-employment,  life-management,  and  job  retention  skills. 
Students  also  undergo  two  months  of  English,  math,  or  GED 
instruction.  Training  Is  then  further  tailored  to  each 
individual's  needs.  Cleveland  Works  adjusts  the  currk;ulum 
to  meet  the  needs  of  the  labor  market.  Course  offerings 
include,  but  are  not  limited  to: 

—TYPING /TEN-KEY 

—WORDPERFECT 

—LOTUS 

—COMPUTER  PRACTICE 

—DIETARY  ASSISTANT  TRAINING 

—MEDICAL  TERMINOLOGY 

—NURSING  ASSISTANT  CERTIFICATION 

—HAZARDOUS  WASTE  REMOVAL 

—OFFICE  PROCEDURES 

—PROFESSIONAL  DEVELOPMENT 

—LEGAL  RIGHTS  AND  RESPONSIBILITIES 

—FAMILY  WORKS  PARENTING  CLASS 

-HEALTH 


Y  Job  DEvixorMENT 

The  Job  Developers  (or  "Marketers')  at  Cleveland  Works 
match  the  experience,  abilities,  and  aspirations  of  those  in 
training  with  employment  opportunities.  They  maintain  an 
in-depth  knowledge  of  Cleveland's  labor  market  and  each 
day  try  to  help  local  employers  fill  the  need  for  qualified, 
hard-working,  entry-level  personnel.  The  Marketers  have 
sent  candidates  from  Cleveland  Works  on  more  than  9.000 
job  interviews.  Additionally,  they  assist  employers  by 
developing  customized  training  programs. 

Y  Job  Rktkniion 

Cleveland  Works  places  the  greatest  emphasis  on  job 
retention.  The  Retention  Counselors  (or  "Corporate  Reps") 
develop  and  maintain  important  relationships  with  both  the 
employers  that  hire  Cleveland  Works  graduates  and  the 
graduates  themselves.  To  ensure  graduates  are  successful 
at  work  and  achieve  self  sufficiency  in  their  lives,  ongoing  job 
counselling,  life  management,  and  support  services  are 
administered.  The  Corporate  Reps  regularly  visit  work  sites 
to  see  that  there  is  quality  job  performance  and  that  family 
and  other  issues  are  being  resolved.  Support  is  also  given 
in  the  form  of  legal  representation,  child  care,  housing 
assistance,  budgeting  guidance,  and  health  care. 


Cleveland  Works.  Inc.  is  a  S01(c)(3)  non-profit  organization, 
governed  by  a  volunteer  board  of  Irvstees,  which  largely 
depends  on  support  from  the  community. 
All  donations  are  tax-deductible  and  greatly  appreciated. 

Cleveland  Works,  Inc. 

The  Caxton  Building 

812  Huron  Road,  Suite  800 

Cleveland,  Ohio  44115 

tel  (216)  589-9675 

fax  (216)  566-6980 

Please  contact  us  if  you  would  like  more  information. 
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Y  Legal  Cmnic 

The  Legal  Clinic  al  Cleveland  Works  accepts  only  those 
cases  which  are  absolute  barriers  to  a  client's  ability  to 
become  or  remain  employed.  Even  with  this  strict  eligibility 
requirement,  Cleveland  Works  Is  iorced  to  open  almost  five 
new  cases  every  day,  or  about  1 ,000  per  year.   In  lad,  it  is  a 
mystery  how  anyone  with  a  long  history  on  welfare  can  make 
a  clean  break  without  the  assistance  ol  attorneys.  The 
majority  of  cases  deal  with  matters  emanating  from  years  in 
poverty:  domestic  violence,  child  support,  custody,  creditor 
clainu.  welfare  fraud,  expungement  of  felonies,  and  juvenile 
and  criminal  law.  The  Legal  Clinic  Is  staffed  by  live  full-time 
attorneys:  paralegals,  law  secretaries,  coordinators,  and 
docket  clerks  trained  at  Cleveland  Works;  law  students  and 
volunteer  lawyers— who  together  render  $10  of  services  for 
every  $1  spent.  The  city's  major  law  schools  and  firms  are 
represented  on  the  recently  established  Cleveland  Works 
Legal  Advisory  Board. 

Y  Beat  THE  Streets 

The  Beat  the  Streets  program  began  In  March  of  1991  for 
oul-of-school,  unwed  parents,  ages  16  to  25,  as  one  of  six 
nationwide  projects  participating  in  a  national  damonslralion 
by  Public/Private  Ventures.  The  participants  complete  an 
intensive  eight-week  Job  Readiness  Workshop,  then  are 
integrated  into  specialized  training  with  other  aduHs  in 
training  at  Cleveland  Works,  before  being  placed. 
Fortunately,  more  than  160  Beat  the  Streets  participants 
have  graduated  Into  well-paying  jobs  with  health  benefits, 
thereby  making  it  possible  to  declare  paternity,  pay  child 
support,  and  take  custody  of  their  children.  Now  almost  half 
the  new  entrants  Into  Beat  the  Streets  are  young  mothers. 

Y  Housing  and  Special  Assistance 

Cleveland  Works  provides  transportation  subsidies  and 
clothing  allowances,  runs  support  groups,  and  works  extra 
hard  to  provide  Special  Assistance  to  overcome  all  the 
barriers  to  employment.   Included  in  the  comprehensive 
range  ol  support  services  is  a  cooperative  arrangement  with 
New  Life  Community,  a  holistic  transitional  housing  program 
established  to  ensure  economic  independence  for  Cleveland 
Works'  families. 


The  Steps  Through  Cleveland  Works 

A  canoidate  calls  589-WORK  and  makes  an  appointment  to 
come  to  Cleveland  Works,  any  weekday  at  1 1 :00  a.m.  The 
person  fills  out  an  application  and  attends  Orientation,  where 
a  staff  member  explains  the  program  and  answers  questions.  A 
personal  interview  is  given  to  help  determine  if  Cleveland 
Works  is  right  for  the  candidate,  and  vk:e  versa. 

@v 

If  accepted,  the  client  attends  a  four-week  Job  Readinest 
Workshop  for  three  hours  each  day,  Monday  through  Friday. 
The  Workshop  focuses  on  pre-eniployment,  life-management, 
and  job  retention  skills  that  all  employees  must  possess.  For  the 
remaining  three  hours  each  day.  the  client  Is  enrolled  In  math, 
English,  GEO,  and  legal  rights  and  responsibilities  classes. 


The  Job  Readiness  Workshop  graduate  is  then  enrolled  In  a 
variety  of  occi'palion-specific  courses,  ranging  from  Typing/ 
Ten-  Key  and  Office  Procedures  to  Medical  Terminology  and 
Nursing  Assistant  Certification.  This  specialized  training  Is 
designed  to  enable  the  participant  to  focus  on  Individual  needs. 


©V^ 


The  next  step  is  job  matching.  Marketers  bring  in  job  orders 
from  area  en^loyers,  so  that  each  job-ready  person  is  matched 
with  job  orders  representing  the  participant's  strengths,  inter- 
ests, aspirations,  and  needs.  The  job-ready  participant  is  then 
screened,  then  granted  an  Interview  with  the  employer  (if 
appropriate),  arranged  by  the  Marketers.  All  interviews  are  for 
full-time  jobs  with  employer-paid  health  benefits. 


©> 


Once  hired,  the  graduate  is  assigned  a  Corporate  Represen- 
tative /  Counselor.  Cleveland  Works  provides  the  graduate 
with  important  transitional  service*— such  as  budgeting  guid- 
ance, counseling,  legal  assistance,  and  a  clothing  and  transpor- 
tation allowance — so  he/she  is  ready  to  begin  and  retain  the  job. 


©V 


Soon  thereafter,  the  individual  gets  a  regular  paycheck  and  is  on 
his  or  her  way  to  permanent  employment.  Cleveland  Works 
follows  up  on  all  placements  to  ensure  that  everyone's  expecta- 
tions are  being  met.  This  enables  Cleveland  Works'  graduates 
to  successfully  complete  the  steps  it  takes  to  literally  "work"  their 
way  out  of  the  welfare  cycle.  Now  the  individual  benefits  from 
employment,  not  welfare;  independence,  not  dependence. 
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Chairman  Ford.  What  should  we  do  about  that,  because  I  am 
hearing  that  all  over  the  country? 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  We  have  laws  in  the  State  of  Ohio  that  concern 
expungement.  If  you  are  a  firsttime  criminal  offender  of  a  certain 
kind  and  haven't  had  a  recurrence  in  a  certain  period  of  time,  the 
law  allows  for  expungement.  I  used  this  law  for  them  and  tried  to 
proceed  with  the  expungement  process.  We  may  want  to  look  at 
expungement  laws  and  see  whether  they  are  adequate  or  not.  I 
didn't  do  anything  that  the  law  didn't  provide  already,  but  I  exer- 
cised the  rights  under  the  law  for  them. 

The  second  reason  was  a  domestic  violence  situation.  They  were 
afraid  to  leave  home,  afraid  of  what  might  happen  when  they  came 
back  home  if  they  went  to  work. 

And  the  third  was  juvenile  situations.  Every  time  they  tried  to 
go  to  work  they  kept  getting  called  away  to  the  juvenile  court  sys- 
tem. We  ended  up  having  technically  an  inhouse  legal  aid  service 
and  we  got  more  people  placed  in  jobs  by  taking  care  of  those  prob- 
lems than  had  we  required  those  people  to  sit  in  an  expensive  job 
training  program  paid  for  by  the  government,  which  would  have 
been  a  waste  of  our  resources. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  I  couldn't  agree  more 
with  your  comments  and  appreciate  your  comments  with  respect  to 
job  training  versus  job  placement. 

We  just  had  the  Secretary  of  Labor  before  this  subcommittee 
talking  about  the  Reemployment  Act  that  Just  passed  the  sub- 
committee which  has  extensive  job  training  for  dislocated  workers 
and  spends  an  enormous  amount  of  money  when  all  the  informa- 
tion that  we  have,  and  you  have  referred  to  those  studies,  shows 
that  those  kinds  of  training  programs  for  dislocated  workers  are 
not  effective,  not  even  cost  effective.  The  focus  should  be  on  job 
placement  and  getting  people  back  into  the  work  force  as  quickly 
as  possible.  We  are  very  supportive  of  that  aspect  of  the  reemploy- 
ment program,  but  I  think  your  testimony  bears  out  some  of  the 
concerns  that  many  of  us  have  about  the  Secretary's  broader  pro- 
gram. 

You  mentioned  Cleveland  works  and  I  am  somewhat  familiar 
with  it.  Are  you  aware  of  any  existing  barriers  in  the  system  now 
that  would  limit  the  State's  ability  to  do  private  contracting  out  of 
services  like  that?  You  say  that  we  should  create  a  system  with  the 
welfare  reform  bill  to  allow  maximum  flexibility  to  do  grants  and 
private  contracting.  Is  there  anything  that  right  now  stands  in  the 
way  and,  if  so,  what  can  we  do  about  it? 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  I  can't  tell  you  whether  there  is  a  legal  barrier 
to  doing  it.  That  is  a  good  question.  I  will  be  happy  to  research  that 
and  check  back.  It  certainly  is  not  encouraged.  We  actually  had  to 
go  directly  to  the  State  Department  of  Human  Services,  almost 
around  the  system  and  become  a  special  grant  program  while  down 
the  street  from  us  at  the  County  Department  of  Human  Services, 
resources  amounting  to  100  times  what  we  had  were  being  spent 
ostensibly  for  the  same  purpose  and  I  can  assure  you  not  as  well. 

Mr.  Santorum.  My  understanding  is  that  there  are  no  clear  bar- 
riers other  than  States  just  don't  do  it,  and  maybe  the  answer  is — 
I  am  not  one  to  sit  here  and  be  prescriptive  on  States  as  to  how 
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they  run  their  welfare  programs,  but  at  the  same  time  maybe  we 
can  provide  incentives  or  do  something.  I  would  be  very  anxious  to 
work  with  you  because  I  do  think  that  putting  a  lot  of  these  things 
in  the  private  sector,  particularly  some  of  the  placement  services 
and  the  like  where  you  have  real  incentives  for  the  private  sector 
to  work  in  that  capacity,  makes  a  lot  of  sense. 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  There  is  also  the  question  of  size.  In  business 
the  economies  of  scale  are  often  of  benefit  to  the  program.  I  have 
found  in  this  area  it  is  not  of  benefit  to  the  program.  A  number  of 
smaller  programs  operating  even  in  the  same  community  but  dif- 
ferent neighborhoods  are  far  more  effective  than  the  one  large 
monolith  at  the  Department  of  Human  Services. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  appreciate  that  and  look  forward  to  working 
with  you  on  it. 

A  couple  of  other  things  I  want  to  comment  on  in  your  testimony. 
I  share  your  concern  with  the  President's  plan  of  focusing  on  the 
younger  generation  of  welfare  mothers  rather  than  the  older  gen- 
eration or  all  mothers.  The  Republican  bill  and  the  Mainstream 
Democratic  Forum  bill  both  open  up  the  entire  program  to  all  ages. 
We  don't  eliminate  them  from  the  opportunity,  and  I  think  you  hit 
that  point,  too;  that  it  is  the  opportunity  to  work,  to  get  into  the 
workplace  and  get  the  required  skills  that  is  important.  I  appre- 
ciate your  point  about  your  experience  in  work  programs — if  that 
is  in  your  written  testimony  I  am  anxious  to  look  at  it.  And  please 
provide  us  with  if  there  are  other  details  or  anything  you  can  do 
to  further  back  up  your  assertions  which  I  find  to  be  consistent 
with  what  I  have  heard,  that  dealing  with  older  mothers  you  get 
a  bigger  bang  for  your  dollar  for  a  whole  variety  of  reasons  and  you 
don't  run  into  the  day  care  problems  and  other  things  that  you 
have  with  very  young  children  of  young  moms,  that  it  makes  sense 
to  allow  that  flexibility  to  the  States  to  focus  on  older  mothers.  I 
appreciate  your  testimony.  Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Grandy. 

Mr.  Grandy.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Fingerhut,  the  subject  before  this  subcommittee  ostensibly  is 
the  question  of  child  support  enforcement  and  I  didn't  want  to  let 
the  opportunity  pass,  based  on  your  experience  with  Cleveland 
works  and  being  a  legal  services  attorney,  for  you  to  give  us  your 
impression  of  to  what  degree  that  affects  your  client  base. 

We  are  going  to  investigate  whether  or  not  we  need  a  separate 
track  on  child  support  enforcement  even  if  we  do  not  agree  on  a 
welfare  reform  bill  this  year.  And  I  would  be  curious  to  know  from 
your  background  whether  or  not  a  significant  portion  of  your  client 
base  was  on  welfare  or  so  disadvantaged  because  they  were  not  re- 
ceiving appropriate  child  support,  and,  if  so,  what  tnis  committee 
ought  to  do  about  it. 

Mr.  Fingerhut.  Mr.  Grandy,  I  am  not  an  expert  in  this  area  but 
my  impression  is  that  this  committee  ought  to  proceed  aggressively 
on  the  child  support  track  even  if  you  don't  complete  the  welfare 
reform  track  this  year  because  there  are  a  lot  of  people  out  there 
in  that  position. 

But  I  do  have  to  say  that  in  my  experience  both  in  legal  services 
and  at  Cleveland  works  it  was  a  small  percentage  of  the  single 
mothers  who  I  saw  who  even  if  we  had  an  effective  child  support 
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system  would  have  been  receiving  a  substantial  amount  of  child 
support. 

I  did  see  an  awful  lot  of  single  parents,  I  would  say  a  high  per- 
centage, for  whom  the  father  of  the  child  was  not  in  an  earning  po- 
sition to — ^for  whose  child  support  payment  would  not  have  made 
a  substantial  difference  in  their  financial  position,  so  that  was  not 
the  legal  issue  of  the  highest  priority  that  I  addressed  with  people. 

Let  me  state  something — we  all  know  and  I  will  say  that  I  saw 
it  every  dav  that  there  was  a  lot  of  under-the-table  child  support 
going  on.  The  fact  of  the  matter  was  that  many  of  the  single  moth- 
ers I  met  knew  who  the  father  of  the  child  was.  The  rules  in  Ohio 
at  the  time  were  that  you  would  identify  the  parent,  then  the  fa- 
ther of  the  child  would  pay  child  support  through  a  coercive  system 
and  the  department  would  retain  all  but  $50,  that  would  go  to  the 
mother  of  the  child. 

It  seems  self-evident  to  me  that  if  there  is  a  good  relationship  be- 
tween the  mother  and  the  father  of  the  child  even  though  they 
don't  live  together  and  the  father  of  the  child  is  earning  sporadi- 
cally, that  they  would  be  better  off  in  buying  200  dollars'  worth  of 
clothes  for  school  or  300  dollars'  worth  of  Christmas  presents  di- 
rectly than  going  through  the  child  support  system,  and  in  all  can- 
dor, I  saw  a  lot  of  that  going  on. 

Mr.  Grandy.  I  want  to  make  sure  I  understand  what  you  are 
saying.  There  was  an  effective  and  positive,  in  a  sense,  under- 
ground child  support  market  that  could  not  be  tracked  by  State 
monitors;  is  that  correct? 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  That  is  correct.  And  I  think  it  is  because  the 
system  that  was  in  place  provided  sort  of  negative  incentives.  But 
if  the  mother  of  the  child  identified  to  the  Department  of  Human 
Services  the  identity  of  the  father  and  if  they  then  used  the  child 
support  system  to  try  and  get  the  father  to  pay  child  support,  the 
State  kept  all  but  the  $50  and  you  are  talking  about  people  of  very 
low  income  struggling  to  support  families,  so  every  incentive  was 
for  them  to  work  out  their  own  arrangements. 

I  am  not  an  expert  on  this,  this  is  my  observation,  that  as  you 
design  the  child  support  system  for  which  I  encourage  you  but  I 
have  not  the  expertise  to  offer  you,  that  you  take  into  account  those 
realities.  Pretending  that  a  sometimes  punitive  course  of  systems 
can  force  the  mother  of  the  child  to  identify  the  father  of  the  child 
so  that  the  State  can  collect  the  child  support.  In  my  experience 
when  you  are  dealing  with  very  low-income  people  for  whom  money 
was  very  scarce,  that  was  not  a  workable  strategy. 

Mr.  Grandy.  Did  that  constitute  a  majority  of  the  cases  that  you 
saw? 

Mr.  FiNGERHUT.  I  hesitate  to  put  numbers  on,  but  it  was  a  sub- 
stantial number  of  people.  I  saw  it  a  lot. 

Mr.  Santorum.  If  the  gentleman  would  yield,  I  was  iust  talking 
to  the  staff  about  the  ability  of  this  subcommittee  and  this  commit- 
tee to  move  a  separate  child  support  enforcement  measure. 

It  is  my  understanding  that  the  President's  bill  and  the  ones  I 
know  that  have  been  supported  by  members  of  this  committee  is 
almost  all  under  the  jurisdiction  of  this  committee,  so  we  can,  if  we 
want  to,  move  a  child  support  enforcement  bill  through  this  com- 
mittee without  being  hampered  by  other  committee  jurisdictional 
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problems,  and  I  would  agree  with  the  gentleman  from  Iowa  that 
that  is  something  that  we  should  seriously  consider, 

Mr.  Levin  [presiding].  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Barca,  you  are  next. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  PETER  W.  BARCA,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  WISCONSIN 

Mr.  Barca.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  have  printed  testimony  that  I  have  already  provided  to  commit- 
tee members  and  I  would  like  to  ask  that  it  be  submitted  for  the 
record.  I  thought  I  would  make  some  remarks  from  my  experience 
as  well. 

Mr.  Levin.  Without  objection. 

Mr.  Barca.  I  come  from  the  State  of  Wisconsin  where  I  have 
been  in  the  State  legislature  for  9  years  and  had  served  on  most 
every  welfare  reform  committee  that  we  had.  I  chaired  the  Welfare 
Reform  Conference  Committee  and  I  also  chaired  the  Employment 
and  Training  Committee,  so  I  spent  a  good  deal  of  my  time  working 
in  this  area  in  Wisconsin.  We  like  to  pride  ourselves  as  being  a 
leader  in  innovations  in  welfare  reform. 

There  was  a  great  deal  of  bipartisan  cooperation  in  moving  for- 
ward a  large  number  of  different  innovations  in  the  area  of  welfare 
reform.  Basically  the  goal  that  we  entered  upon  was  trying  to  get 
at  this  measure  of  making  it  so  people  are  always  better  off  by 
working  than  not  working.  I  think  that  that  should  be  the  frame- 
work under  which  we  try  to  bring  forward  a  package  of  changes, 
because  the  goal  should  be  that  if  a  person  works  part  time  or  full 
time  that  we  try  to  make  sure  that  they  are  better  off  economically 
to  give  them  that  incentive. 

I  have  a  bill  in  to  try  to  at  least  make  sure  that  we  more  easily 
grant  waivers  to  various  States  that  want  to  come  forward  with 
changing  the  mix  of  the  earned  income  disregards.  The  standard 
disregard  that  we  allow  is  $30  and  one-third. 

Wisconsin,  as  well  as  many  other  States,  have  applied  for  waiv- 
ers to  be  able  to  do  a  different  mix,  like  $200  and  one-half,  or  dif- 
ferent kinds  of  disregards  so  you  can  make  people  better  off  eco- 
nomically through  work.  I  think  that  more  than  anything  else  we 
can  do  in  the  area  of  welfare  reform,  this  would  help  improve  upon 
our  system. 

The  second  goal  that  Wisconsin  has  not  been  particularly  suc- 
cessful at  and  where  I  think  as  a  country  we  are  failing  in  our  ef- 
forts, is  the  area  of  teen  pregnancy.  We  have  somewhere  near  1 
million  pregnant  teenagers  a  year,  and  unless  we  can  do  something 
to  try  to  in  a  meaningful  manner  curb  teen  pregnancy,  we  are 
going  to  continue  to  have  large  numbers  of  people  entering  into  the 
welfare  rolls. 

Much  of  the  testimony  that  we  have  heard  at  the  State  level 
from  different  corners,  most  people  tend  to  agree  that  if  you  are  a 
pregnant  teenager,  you  are  destining  yourself  to  a  life  of  poverty 
and  making  it  so  much  more  difficult  to  try  to  provide  a  meaning- 
ful living  for  your  children. 

Most  of  what  President  Clinton  does  in  this  regard  I  think  is 
very  positive.  I  strongly  support  the  administration's  efforts  in 
changing  the  mix  of  benefits  so  that  you  don't  give  people  an  incen- 
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tive  to  move  outside  of  their  parents'  home  into  a  new  apartment. 
I  think  that  is  such  an  important  policy  change  because  of  the  fact 
that  many  of  these  kids  still  need  parenting  themselves  and  here 
we  are  setting  them  up  economically  to  get  an  apartment.  I  think 
the  committee  should  spend  a  great  deal  of  time  looking  at  these 
kinds  of  provisions. 

Third,  you  should  look  at  what  is  the  role  of  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment in  welfare  reform  and  what  is  the  role  of  the  State  govern- 
ment. I  think  we  get  those  roles  mixed  up. 

When  the  Federal  Government  passed  the  JOBS  program  3  or  4 
years  ago,  I  think  it  was  an  excellent  effort.  I  served  on  the  Gov- 
ernors' Job  Creating  Training  Council  and  most  of  what  you  were 
attempting  to  do  I  think  is  right  on  target.  But  the  issue  is  whether 
or  not  we  need  the  Federal  Government  to  pass  those  kinds  of  pre- 
scriptive measures  at  all. 

I  believe  that  States  are  perfectly  capable  of  putting  together 
their  own  employment  and  training  efforts  and  designing  their  own 
measures  to  try  to  make  sure  that  we  give  people  the  benefit  of  try- 
ing to  train  people  for  jobs  that  are  available  in  the  marketplace 
and  for  jobs  that  pay  a  living  and  a  family  supporting  wage.  That 
should  be  the  goal  that  we  call  upon  the  States  to  try  to  accom- 
plish. I  think  we  have  too  many  bureaucrats  in  the  whole  system 
on  both  the  Federal  and  the  State  level. 

In  the  State  Welfare  Reform  Committee,  we  were  looking  for 
ways  to  trim  our  State  bureaucracy,  and  most  of  the  positions  that 
we  looked  to  trim  were  essentially  Federal  compliance  officers  mak- 
ing sure  that  our  State  was  following  through  with  the  various 
myriad  of  Federal  regulations  that  had  been  put  forward,  every- 
thing from  training  programs  on  down.  That  is  why  I  believe  that 
we  should  look  at  the  role  of  the  Federal  Government  and  reduce 
unnecessary  regulations. 

And  Mr.  Grandy  mentioned  about  child  support;  certainly  I  think 
the  Federal  Government  has  an  important  role  to  play  there  be- 
cause we  have  found  that  whenever  somebody  moves  across  a  State 
line,  it  is  virtually  impossible  to  collect  child  support. 

We  have  a  difficult  enough  time  collecting  child  support  within 
our  own  State  borders,  even  within  our  own  counties,  but  if  some- 
body moves  10  miles  across  the  line  into  Illinois,  for  instance,  it  is 
very,  very  difficult  to  collect  that  child  support. 

Statistics  given  to  me  is  that  basically  we  have  $48  billion  owed 
to  us  in  child  support  and  we  are  only  collecting  $12  billion.  That 
means  taxpayers  are  picking  up  the  tab  for  $34  billion  for  absentee 
parents  who  are  not  fulfilling  their  responsibility.  So  certainly  I  en- 
courage this  committee  if  you  can't  pass  a  comprehensive  welfare 
reform  measure,  which  I  tnink  we  should  and  I  believe  it  is  pos- 
sible, certainly  I  encourage  you  to  do  that. 

In  Wisconsin  and  many  of  the  upper  Midwestern  States,  a  big 
issue  has  been  the  issue  of  welfare  migration.  We  have  passed  a 
two-tier  welfare  system.  A  similar  system  was  struck  down  in  Min- 
nesota so  it  is  questionable  whether  or  not  ours  will  be  upheld.  I 
hope  that  as  part  of  your  deliberations  you  would  discuss  that 
whole  issue. 

Third,  I  think  that  when  you  discuss  the  issue  of  incentives  to 
work,  I  hope  you  will  spend  a  good  deal  of  time  talking  about  the 
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Federal  Government's  role  and  how  it  interfaces  with  the  earned 
income  tax  credit  so  we  make  sure  we  give  people  a  powerful  incen- 
tive to  take  part-time  or  full-time  jobs. 

Finally,  I  would  end  by  saying  that  much  of  what  the  President 
has  put  forward  I  think  is  meaningful;  I  think  it  is  a  good  road- 
map.  There  are  a  few  areas  where  I  think  he  is  far  too  prescriptive. 
The  idea  of  case  management,  for  instance,  that  he  has  in  his  bill 
is  a  great  idea  and  I  believe  most  States  are  already  starting  to  do 
that,  but  I  don't  believe  the  Federal  Grovernment  needs  to  be  that 
prescriptive  in  their  approach. 

The  goal  of  job  search  first  I  think  is  an  excellent  goal.  We  have 
started  a  program  like  that  in  Wisconsin  that  has  been  very  suc- 
cessful; but  every  time  we  put  forward  these  regulations  for  States 
to  follow,  we  interfere  with  many  programs  they  already  have  in 
place  and  in  many  cases  it  just  adds  to  the  cost  of  the  overall  cost 
of  the  welfare  program  because  we  have  to  have  bureaucrats  at  the 
Federal  level  making  sure  that  the  State  level  is  doing  what  they 
are  supposed  to,  and  then  you  have  to  have  bureaucrats  at  the 
State  level  making  sure  that  they  are  following  the  Federal  regula- 
tions. 

So  I  would  encourage  you  to  spend  a  good  deal  of  time  looking 
at  what  the  role  of  the  government  should  be  versus  the  role  of  the 
State  governments  to  try  and  sort  through  that.  Make  sure  that, 
most  importantly,  we  deal  with  the  idea  of  giving  incentives  for 
work  and  that  we  deal  with  the  whole  issue  of  giving  incentives  to 
have  a  superfocus  on  curbing  teen  pregnancy  and  further  encour- 
age you  at  a  bare  minimum  to  pass  a  child  support  bill.  I  believe 
we  can  still  get  it  done,  to  pass  a  meaningful  welfare  reform  bill. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OP 

U.S.  REP.  PETER  W.  BARCA  (D-WI) 

BEFORE  THE 

WAYS  ANB  MEANS  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

JULY  27,  1994 

Mr:  Chairman  and  members  of  the  subcommittee,  I  want  to  thank  you 
for  providing  us  with  an  opportunity  to  share  our  views  on  changes 
to  welfare  programs. 

Reforming  welfare  should  be  one  of  our  top  priorities  this  year. 
The  current  system  is  clearly  not  accomplishing  the  goals  of 
providing  a  temporary  safety  net  to  those  who  need  it  while 
ensuring  that  the  ultimate  goal  of  our  welfare  programs  --  economic 
independence  --is  met. 

Welfare  has  changed  from  being  a  temporary  safety  net  to  becoming 
a  way  of  life  for  too  many  in  society.  Studies  show  that  65 
percent  of  AFDC  recipients  are  on  the  program  for  more  than  eight 
years,  although  many  of  these  recipients  do  leave  AFDC  within  two 
years  and  later  return  to  the  program. 

It  is  clear  that  welfare  ought  to  involve  responsibility  on  the 
recipient's  part,  through  more  work  requirements  for  recipients  and 
enforcement  and  collection  of  child  support  payments  for  absentee 
parents. 

Over  the  last  three  years  alone,  the  number  of  recipients  on  AFDC 
has  increased  30  percent  to  14  million  people.  Nearly  $23  billion 
was  spent  on  welfare  last  year.  While  a  weakened  economy  bears 
some  of  the  blame  for  this  swelling  of  the  roles,  a  rise  in  out-of- 
wedlock  births  has  also  contributed. 

The  goal  which  we  should  attain  is  for  recipients  who  are  able- 
bodied  to  succeed  in  the  work  force.  And  they  can,  given  the 
proper  training,  financial  incentives  and  support  services  such  as 
medical  coverage  for  their  family. 

The  only  way  I  see  to  fix  the  present  system  is  to  dismantle  it. 
We  must  build  a  safety  net  that  encourages  work,  responsibility, 
opportunity  and  family. 

First,  single  mothers  need  jobs  that  pay  family- supporting  wages, 
as  they  are  the  population  most  at  risk  to  continue  in  a  cycle  of 
dependency.  I  have  heard  from  many  women  on  welfare  who  want  to 
work  but  do  not  because  our  system  makes  them  better  off 
economically  by  staying  on  welfare  -  -  they  cannot  afford  to  take  a 
job  with  little  or  no  health  care  coverage. 

Second,  there  must  be  more  focused  job  training  and  educational 
opportunities  for  welfare  recipients.  Helping  AFDC  recipients 
achieve  skills  that  can  put  them  back  to  work  will  save  tax  dollars 
only  if  they  are  trained  for  jobs  that  are  available  in  the  private 
sector  and  those  that  pay  a  family- supporting  wage. 
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Third,  child  support  must  be  enforced.  Every  year,  more  than  $24 
billion  in  child  support  goes  unpaid,  costing  taxpayers  the 
difference.  We  need  a  national  framework  for  the  collection  of 
child  support  because  too  often  when  people  move  from  one  state  to 
another  collections  are  impossible.  This  initiative  would  thin  the 
ranks  of  single  parents  who  go  on  welfare. 

The  fourth  major  reform  we  need  to  make  to  the  welfare  system  is 
reducing  teen  pregnancy  which  causes  welfare  dependency  in  so  many 
instances.  I  support  the  Clinton  policy  to  have  those  teenagers 
who  are  pregnant  and  single  to  live  at  home  with  their  parents  in 
almost  all  instances.  More  than  one  million  teenagers  in  America 
get  pregnant  every  year,  a  number  that  is  astounding.  We  need  more 
of  a  national  focus  on  teen  pregnancy  prevention. 

Current  law  provides  that  teen  mothers  may  collect  welfare  if  they 
are  living  with  their  parents,  but  this  arrangement  is  the 
exception  rather  than  the  rule  because  parents'  income  is 
considered  when  determining  welfare  eligibility  of  the  pregnant 
teen,  which  has  disqualified  many  at-home  teen  mothers  from  staying 
there.  A  teenager  is  likely  to  become  eligible  once  she  moves  away 
from  home. 

This  is  obviously  the  wrong  incentive  to  provide  to  young  teenagers 
who  in  most  cases  are  not  prepared  emotionally  or  financially  to 
raise  children.   In  many  cases,  these  teens  still  need  parenting. 

We  should  quit  discouraging  young,  unwed  mothers  from  living  at 
home,  and  at  the  same  time  we  should  work  to  reduce  and  prevent 
teen  pregnancies.  This  would  go  along  way  in  helping  to  break  the 
cycle  of  dependency. 

Mr.  Chairman,  there  are  other  issues  that  are  important  to  my  home 
state  of  Wisconsin.  I  strongly  believe  that  a  uniform  welfare 
benefit  should  be  established  at  the  national  level.  While  I  was 
in  the  state  legislature  and  today,  great  strides  have  been  made  in 
seeking  reforms  in  Wisconsin,  attempting  to  reduce  costs,  change 
the  system  for  the  better,  and  make  it  a  better  deal  for  recipients 
and  taxpayers.  But  these  state  reforms  won't  be  cost  effective  if 
people  move  into  Wisconsin  to  participate  in  this  unique  system 
because  the  same  opportunity  or  level  of  benefit  does  not  exist  in 
their  hometown.  A  greater  burden  will  be  placed  on  Wisconsin 
taxpayers . 

People  move  across  state  borders  for  a  wide  array  of  reasons, 
including  the  prospect  of  receiving  higher  welfare  benefit  levels. 
This  puts  an  undue  burden  on  states  such  as  Wisconsin  that  provide 
more  generous  benefits  than  neighboring  states  such  as  Illinois  and 
virtually  every  southern  state.  A  mother  with  two  children  can 
boost  her  monthly  income  about  $150  by  moving  from  Illinois  to 
Wisconsin,  and  southern  families  could  boost  their  monthly  income 
up  to  300  percent. 
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That's  wny  I  introduced  the  Welfare  Fairness  Act,  which  is  intended 
to  address  the  problem  of  state- to-state  migration,  a  situation 
many  border  cities  and  towns  in  the  First  Congressional  District  as 
well  as  other  states  are  well  aware  of.  The  bill  would  establish 
a  national  uniform  welfare  benefit  so  that  state- to-state  migration 
can  be  mitigated. 

A  uniform  rate  would  have  a  positive  effect  on  many  recipients  by 
providing  them  with  the  chance  to  make  decisions  on  where  to  live 
based  on  where  their  family  lives,  on  job  opportunities,  and  on 
other  support  factors  without  having  it  complicated  by  the  size  of 
welfare  benefits. 

Wisconsin  had  tried  to  address  this  problem  at  the  state  level 
based  on  one  of  my  initiatives  in  the  state  legislature  by  creating 
a  two-tiered  welfare  system,  which  would  provide  welfare  recipients 
who  move  to  Wisconsin  with  benefits  for  six  months  no  higher  than 
they  left  in  their  previous  state.  But  a  U.S.  Supreme  Court 
decision  recently  rejected  a  similar  approach  in  Minnesota,  so 
there  is  a  question  about  whether  this  will  be  upheld. 

We  need  some  initiative  to  address  welfare  migration  and  I  would 
hope  the  subcommittee  would  consider  my  bill  amongst  the  various 
alternatives  to  address  this  issue. 

Finally,  one  of  the  most  important  things  we  need  to  encourage  in 
welfare  reform  is  innovation,  especially  in  encouraging  work  rather 
than  dependency.  For  that  reason,  I  am  introducing  legislation 
this  week  which  would  allow  states  to  conduct  innovative  program  to 
encourage  work,  and  I  hope  the  subcommittee  would  consider 
incorporating  elements  of  my  bill  into  its  welfare  reform  effort. 

As  you  know,  many  times  it  may  be  economically  advantageous  for 
welfare  recipients  not  to  enter  the  private  sector  workforce.  Too 
many  entry- level  jobs  do  not  pay  a  family- supporting  wage  or 
provide  the  level  of  child  care,  health  care,  or  education  benefits 
that  a  recipient  may  receive  in  certain  welfare  programs. 

People  should  always  be  better  off  by  working  than  not  working,  and 
one  of  our  goals  must  be  to  turn  benefits  checks  into  pay  checks. 

States  like  Wisconsin  want  to  receive  federal  waivers  for  "income 
disregard  programs."  These  programs  would  not  count  a  certain 
level  of  private- sector  wages  in  calculations  to  determine 
eligibility  for  welfare  programs.  There  would  be  a  greater 
economic  incentive  to  enter  the  workforce. 

My  bill  would  direct  the  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  to 
approve  state  applications  for  waivers  for  these  "income  disregard" 
programs  as  long  as  the  application  meets  requirements  such  as 
adequate  monitoring,  prospects  for  results,  and  no  net  costs  to  the 
federal  government  over  time. 
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Innovative  programs  like  these  have  the  potential  to  move  scores  of 
recipients  into  the  workforce.  This  will  have  a  positive  impact  on 
our  economy  and  the  federal  budget. 

Mr.  Chairman,  I  know  that  you  and  members  of  the  subcommittee  have 
a  difficult  task  ahead  of  you  in  crafting  a  welfare  reform  bill. 
It  is  my  hope  that  we  can  work  together  in  a  bipartisan  fashion  to 
get  this  job  done. 

Certainly,  we  must  be  realistic  about  reform.  No  plan  is  going  to 
solve  all  the  problems  overnight.  The  welfare  system  has 
deteriorated  over  the  course  of  decades,  and  it  will  take  time  to 
repair  or  replace.  But  we  can't  delay.  Too  much  productivity  and 
too  many  tax  dollars  are  being  wasted. 

Thank  you  for  this  opportunity,  and  I  look  forward  to  working  with 
you  to  get  this  job  done. 
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Mr.  Levin.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Any  questions?  Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  couldn't  agree  with  you  more  with  respect  to  waivers  and  the 
difficulty  and  the  prescriptiveness  of  some  of  the  programs  that  we 
have  seen  from  Washington  on  the  States. 

We  should  provide  an  extensive  waiver  process,  almost  automatic 
waivers  for  States  to  have  a  lot  of  flexibility  in  designing  their  own 
programs,  running  their  own  programs.  I  agree  that  we  should 
focus  on  that,  and  one  of  my  concerns  with  the  President's  bill  is 
the  prescriptiveness  of  it  and  my  concern  that  waivers  will  be  more 
difficult  to  get  as  opposed  to  easier  to  get. 

You  mentioned  the  issue  of  welfare  migration  and  Bill  Paxon 
worked  on  this  and  is  concerned  about  it.  We  have  problems  with 
the  courts  with  respect  to  that.  We  do  not  have  that  in  our  bill  be- 
cause of  that  specific  reason.  Do  you  have  any  idea  what  may  be 
a  good  idea  or  something  that  could  pass  the  muster  of  legal  scru- 
tiny to  handle  that  problem?  Do  you  have  any  suggestions? 

Mr.  Barca.  At  the  State  level  in  a  couple  of  upper  Midwestern 
States,  Wisconsin  passed  legislation  calling  for  uniform  welfare 
benefits.  I  know  that  is  a  very  difficult  thing  to  get  through  be- 
cause the  benefit  levels  vary  so  much  from  State  to  State.  At  the 
State  level,  we  passed  our  residency  law  6  years  ago.  That  was 
struck  down  by  the  courts. 

About  2  years  ago  we  passed  a  two-tier  welfare  benefit  level  that 
is  just  starting  to  be  implemented.  It  probably  will  be  tested  in  the 
courts  because  the  courts  struck  down  a  similar  provision  in  Min- 
nesota. It  wasn't  identical,  and  we  gave  due  consideration  to  how 
the  courts  might  view  that  when  we  passed  it  in  Wisconsin. 

It  is  a  very  difficult  issue,  no  question  about  it.  I  would  hope  that 
as  part  of  your  considerations  that  you  would  at  least  bring  this  up 
as  one  issue  that  we  should  be  spending  some  time  discussing. 

I  suppose  to  some  degree  to  the  extent  to  which  you  pass,  let's 
say,  time-limited  benefits  to  2  years  and  then  put  people  into  a 
work  program  that  may  be  of  some  benefit  as  well. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Finally,  you  mentioned  the  issue  of  work  dis- 
regards and  the  experimentation  that  your  State  is  working  with. 
It  is  an  interesting  question  because  we  have,  in  fact,  some  provi- 
sions in  our  bill  to  deal  with  work  disregards,  by  encouraging 
States  to  use  them,  and  our  bill  has  come  under  intensive  criticism 
for  having  those  optional  provisions — they  are  optional  under  the 
bill,  but  they  are  in  there  to  allow  States  to  experiment.  The  reason 
it  is  in  there  is  because  the  Governor  of  Wisconsin  and  the  Sec- 
retary of  Welfare  asked  for  them  to  be  in  there  to  allow  that  experi- 
mentation. 

We  fall  under  heavy  criticism  and  received  lots  of  studies  show- 
ing that  work  disregards,  while  they  make  intuitive  sense,  actually 
work  in  reverse  of  what  you  want  them  to  do  and  that  they  are  in 
fact  counterproductive.  Do  you  have  any  comment  on  that?  Be- 
cause, again,  we  are  sort  of  taking  the  heat  right  now  for  having 
it  in  there. 

Mr.  Barca.  Which  bill? 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  Republican  leadership  bill. 
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Mr.  Barca.  My  understanding  is  the  President's  bill  has  some 
provisions  to  try  to  address  this  as  well,  I  haven't  seen  the  research 
that  you  refer  to  but  would  be  very  interested  in  seeing  it. 

I  have  introduced  a  bill  that  would  sort  of  grant  presumptive 
waivers  to  States  that  want  to  attempt  to  put  forward  work  dis- 
regards in  different  counties. 

Mr.  Santorum.  That  is  what  is  in  our  bill,  to  allow  them  to  do 
that. 

Mr.  Barca.  Then  you  can  measure  whether  it  is  working  in  one 
county  versus  another.  I  would  be  interested  in  seeing  the  re- 
search. I  have  not  seen  research  saying  that  it  does  not  work. 

Mr.  Santorum.  They  were  part  of  the  law  for  awhile  and  under 
the  Reagan  administration  they  were  substantially  cut  by  the  Con- 
gress and  by  the  Reagan  administration  because  of  their  dubious 
efficacy.  So  I  would  just  throw  that  flag  up  to  you  since  you  have 
advocated  it  and  we  have  too,  and  we  have  gotten  pretty  negative 
feedback.  You  might  want  to  take  a  look  at  some  of  the  research. 

Mr.  Barca.  I  would  like  to  sit  down  with  you  and  look  at  that. 
I  think  part  of  when  you  are  looking  at  social  research,  what 
makes  it  so  difficult  is  having  good  control  groups  to  be  able  to  de- 
termine whether  or  not  something  is  working  and,  second,  to  be 
able  to  look  at  it  over  a  period  of  time,  because  sometimes  if  you 
are  looking  at  the  wrong  timespan  something  may  appear  not  to 
be  working  where  if  you  gave  it  more  time  in  fact  to  look  at  the 
long-term  implications,  it  can  work. 

When  you  said  intuitively  it  makes  sense,  it  does,  because  the 
idea,  it  seems  that  in  all  the  job  training  programs  is  that  if  you 
put  people  into  a  workplace  where  they  have  an  opportunity  to 
work,  to  provide  a  role  model  for  their  children,  as  well  as  to  get 
the  satisfaction  of  earning  wages  as  opposed  to  just  getting  a  check, 
and  not  being  able  to  contribute  to  the  work  force,  that  not  only 
builds  self-esteem  but  is  giving  them  meaningful  job  training  skills. 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  argument  is  that  it  encourages  people  to 
stay  on  welfare  longer  because  they  can  have  the  work  and  welfare 
both  so  it  doesn't  encourage  them  to  move  on  and  to  get  full-time 
work  and  get  off  welfare  completely;  that  it  keeps  you  dependent 
longer.  That  is  the  argument  that  is  made  by  those  who  don't  sup- 
port it. 

Mr.  Barca.  One  other  change  that  has  happened  over  time  is 
with  the  more  generous  earned  income  tax  credits  that  we  have  put 
forward.  I  think  that  is  going  to  play  a  very  important  role  in 
terms  of  changing  the  mix  of  incentives  that  we  have  provided  peo- 
ple to  finally  leave  welfare  and  be  able  to  make  their  families  bet- 
ter off  economically. 

Mr.  Santorum.  The  other  possible  difference  is  the  fact  that  if 
you  have  a  2-year  limit  you  can't  continue  to  stay  on  welfare  and 
work  part  time  in  perpetuity  so  that  may  have  an  effect,  also. 
Thank  you. 

Mr.  Levin.  Mr.  Camp. 

Mr.  Camp.  No,  thank  you. 

Mr.  Levin.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Barca.  You  and  other  colleagues  have 
touched  on  the  whole  issue  of  the  balance  of  State  and  Federal  re- 
sponsibility. I  personally  think  we  have  to  look  at  that.  We  need 
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a  national  commitment  and  also  some  national  resources,  but  I 
think  we  also  need  a  full  State  partnership.  Thank  you  ver>-  much. 
Congresswoman  Fowler,  you  have  been  very  patient. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  TBLLIE  K.  FOWLER,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  FLORIDA 

Mrs.  Fowler.  I  do  appreciate  being  given  the  opportunity  to 
come  back  today.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  speak  on  the  need 
to  reform  our  Nation's  welfare  system.  Welfare  programs  were  es- 
tablished to  be  a  temporary  safety  net  for  the  needy.  While  we  all 
agree  that  people  sometimes  do  need  help,  it  is  an  unfortunate  fact 
that  for  many  our  welfare  system  has  become  a  way  of  life,  perpet- 
uating the  cycle  of  poverty  and  want. 

Critics  of  welfare  reform  claim  that  changing  the  system  will 
punish  America's  children.  However,  there  is  plenty  of  evidence 
that  it  is  really  our  current  system  that  is  actually  punishing  our 
children.  According  to  the  "1993  Green  Book,"  nearly  half  of  the 
children  who  are  currently  on  AFDC  will  remain  on  welfare  for 
over  10  years.  Children  bom  into  single-parent  families  on  welfare 
tend  to  face  many  problems.  They  are  more  likely  than  other  chil- 
dren to  drop  out  of  school,  to  remain  poor,  and  to  commit  suicide. 
Many  manifest  behavioral  problems  such  as  anxiety,  depression, 
and  hyperactivity,  and  they  are  more  likely  to  become  involved 
with  drugs  and  crime.  In  fact,  over  half  of  all  juvenile  offenders  are 
products  of  one-parent  families. 

In  addition,  these  children  are  more  likely  to  become  parents 
themselves,  perpetuating  the  same  problems  for  their  own  children, 
and  under  the  present  system,  adults  on  welfare  are  actually  pro- 
vided with  disincentives  to  marry  or  to  work,  so  obviously  our  cur- 
rent system  is  not  helping  people  to  become  independent. 

Since  the  so-called  war  on  poverty  began  in  1964,  we  have  spent 
more  than  $4.9  trillion,  adjusting  for  inflation,  on  various  welfare 
programs.  In  other  words,  it  is  costing  us  far  more  to  lose  the  war 
on  poverty  than  it  cost  us  to  win  World  War  II. 

Family  disintegration  is  the  leading  cause  of  crime  in  this  coun- 
try, and  welfare  plays  a  strong  role  in  contributing  to  illegitimate 
births  in  single-parent  families.  The  present  system  discourages 
marriage  and  family  and  practically  requires  that  recipients  do  not 
work.  I  think  this  is  the  wrong  approach.  With  teenage  mothers 
consuming  nearly  $34  billion  in  welfare  benefits,  we  are  running 
out  of  time.  If  we  do  not  do  something,  we  will  face  a  day  when 
our  system  is  so  overloaded  that  we  simply  cannot  afford  to  help 
those  the  system  was  established  to  help,  people  in  desperate  cir- 
cumstances who  need  a  hand  to  get  back  on  their  feet. 

So  I  commend  the  subcommittee  for  having  these  hearings  be- 
cause the  time  to  do  this  is  now.  I  am  a  cosponsor  of  H.R.  3500, 
the  Republican  leadership  welfare  reform  proposal,  which  I  believe 
will  promote  self-reliance,  encourage  work,  control  spiraling  welfare 
costs,  and  end  these  perverse  incentives  for  illegitimacy.  I  know  the 
administration  has  a  plan  as  well.  There  is  no  reason  that  we  can- 
not find  some  common  ground  and  pass  welfare  reform  this  year. 

Since  the  purpose  of  your  hearing  is  on  the  Child  Support  En- 
forcement Act  and  I  am  a  cosponsor  of  this  bill,  I  strongly  believe 
we  need  to  act  on  that  this  year.  I  hope  we  can  do  all  of  welfare 
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reform  because  I  think  that  is  a  great  need,  but  if  you  get  bogged 
down  let's  at  least  get  the  child  support  part  passed  this  year  be- 
cause I  think  it  is  critical  for  our  Nation's  children  to  get  the  sup- 
port they  are  lacking  right  now  from  these  absentee  parents. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Levin.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Camp. 

Mr.  Camp.  I  just  wanted  to  thank  Congresswoman  Fowler  for  her 
testimony.  You  have  highlighted  in  a  very  succinct  way  a  lot  of 
problems  with  our  welfare  system,  and  I  look  forward  to  working 
with  you  in  the  months  ahead. 

Mr.  Levin.  Don't  think  for  a  moment  that  we  want  to  underesti- 
mate the  need  for  reform  of  our  welfare  system.  I  believe  that  we 
should  be  sure  that  the  figures  we  are  using  will  be  understand- 
able, that  we  are  all  working  from  common  data.  The  $4.9  trillion 
figure,  we  discussed  this  yesterday — I  think  it  would  be  useful,  and 
we  can't  do  it  here,  to  disaggregate  that.  My  guess  is  it  includes 
all  of  the  food  stamp  money,  all  of  the  SSI  money.  Do  you  know 
where  the  $4.9  trillion  comes  from? 

Mrs.  Fowler.  I  think  it  is  an  aggregate  since  1964  so  you  have 
a  pretty  long  period  of  time  there. 

The  point  is,  that  is  a  lot  of  money  and  we  still  have  a  system 
that  is  not  working.  Don't  just  spend  the  money  but  spend  the 
money  properly  and  let's  get  into  a  system  that  does  work. 

Mr.  Levin.  Clearly  the  system  isn't  working.  I  think  most  of  this 
money  hasn't  been  spent  on  this  svstem,  that  is  mv  point. 

Mrs.  Fowler.  In  Florida,  we  have  so  much  h-aud  in  the  food 
stamp  program — — 

Mr.  Levin.  I  think  the  main  point  is  that  we  will  have  a  better 
shot  at  welfare  reform  if  we  agree  on  the  resources  that  have  been 
used.  Many  of  these  resources  have  gone  to  people  other  than 
women  and  children  in  the  predicament  that  we  are  discussing 
here. 

Mrs.  Fowler.  I  share  your  concern  about  that,  Mr.  Chairman.  I 
think  the  key  is  just  to  get  something  done  this  year,  to  get  the 
system  corrected  and  get  it  working  correctly  again. 

Mr.  Levin.  There  is  an  urgent  need  to  do  that.  Thank  you  very 
much  for  coming. 

I  think  there  is  no  other  Member  here,  though  there  is  one  other 
Member  on  his  way.  Mr.  Richardson  is  due  here  momentarily. 

Why  don't  we  call  the  first  panel  on  the  immediate  subject  at 
hand.  Charles  Ballard,  Nancy  Duff  Campbell,  and  Cfynthia 
Newbille.  Would  the  three  of  you  join  us,  please. 

Mr.  Harrington.  Mr.  Ballard  is  at  a  reception  in  the  Longworth 
Building.  Can  I  reserve  the  right 

Mr.  Levin.  Sure.  Nancy  Duff  Campbell  and  Cynthia  Newbille 
will  lead  it  off.  I  think  that  some  members  had  opening  statements 
on  this  subject  that  they  wanted  entered  into  the  record,  including 
myself,  and  if  so  we  will  permit  all  those  opening  statements  to  be 
submitted  for  the  record.  My  guess  is  that  several  of  them  will  hit 
on  the  same  points  that  have  Deen  mentioned  earlier  and  that  you 
will  probably  address,  and  that  is  the  immense  amount  of  child 
support  that  is  ordered  and  never  received. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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OPENING  STATEMENT  OF 

CONGRESSMAN  SANDER  LEVIN 

Hearing  on  Parental  Responsibility 

July  28,  1994 


Mr.  Chairman,  one  thing  I  think  we  can  all  agree  on  —  on 
both  sides  of  the  aisle  —  is  that  parental  responsibility  is  key 
to  successful  reform  of  welfare. 

I  am  particularly  interested  in  the  child  support 
enforcement  aspects  of  parental  responsibility.   According  to  the 
most  recent  Department  of  HHS  report  to  Congress,  of  nearly  $35 
billion  in  cumulative  court-ordered  child  support  owed  through 
1992,  $27  billion  remained  uncollected.   In  1992,  more  than  five 
and  a  half  million  absentee  parents  made  no  child  support 
payments  at  all. 

I  have  been  a  longtime  supporter  of  the  Child  Support 
Enforcement  program,  first  enacted  into  law  in  1975,  and  expanded 
by  the  Child  Support  Enforcement  Amendments  of  1984.   In  1988,  I 
worked  actively  on  the  Family  Support  Act,  which,  among  other 
things,  significantly  strengthened  efforts  to  expand  and  enforce 
the  payment  of  court-ordered  child  support,  including: 
establishing  mandatory  wage  withholding,  requiring  states  to  use 
state-developed  guidelines  to  set  child  support  awards,  and 
requiring  states  to  collect  social  security  numbers  from  both 
parents  at  the  time  of  a  child's  birth  in  the  hospital,  in  order 
to  establish  paternity. 

We  have  improved,  but  we  have  to  do  better.   All  children 
are  created  by  two  people,  and  both  of  them  must  accept  personal 
and  financial  responsibility. 

Earlier  this  year,  I  asked  the  GAO  to  look  at  the  value  of 
reporting  the  payment  status  on  child  support  orders  to  credit 
bureaus.   I  am  pleased  to  report  that  the  GAO  found  it 
"promising."   Most  states  have  tried  or  are  now  considering  some 
form  of  credit  bureau  reporting.   However,  at  this  time,  there  is 
no  nationally  uniform  reporting  system  in  place.   Based  on  the 
GAO  report,  last  month  I  introduced  a  bill  —  H.R.  4677  —  to 
require  all  states  to  participate  in  a  simplified,  nationally 
uniform  child-support  credit-bureau  reporting  system. 

My  bill  will  require  state  child  support  agencies  to  report 
monthly  the  status  of  all  court-ordered  accounts,  not  just  those 
in  arrears.   In  this  way,  credit  bureaus,  and  through  them, 
individual  lenders,  will  know  on  a  monthly  basis  whether  parents 
owe  court-ordered  child  support  and  whether  or  not  they  are 
fulfilling  this  most  basic  obligation. 

The  Administration's  bill  requires  credit  bureau  reporting 
of  orders  that  are  in  arrears  by  one  month,  and  I  commend  the 
Administration  for  taking  this  step.   But  my  bill  goes  further. 
I  acknowledge  that  regular,  sustained  payment  of  child  support  is 
a  financial  obligation  of  the  highest  importance  and  should  be 
treated  as  such.   All  child  support  obligations  —  whether  fully 
paid  or  in  arrears  —  should  be  reported  to  credit  bureaus.   In 
this  manner,  child  support  obligations  will  be  treated  exactly  as 
other  loan  obligations  —  car  payments,  mortgages,  or  credit  card 
balances. 
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It's  time  to  put  our  money  where  our  mouth  is.   If  we 
support  family  values  and  parental  responsibility,  then  surely 
this  is  a  sensible  and  necessary  step.   Government,  by  itself, 
cannot  combat  delinquent  parents  —  parents  who  willfully  fail  to 
support  their  children.   Private  sector  banks,  credit  card 
agencies,  merchants,  and  businesses  should  put  court-ordered 
child  support  on  the  scale  when  weighing  the  decision  to  make  a 
loan. 

As  we  address  the  larger  issue  of  welfare  reform,  we  must 
also  crack  down  on  those  parents  who  fail  to  make  court-ordered 
child  support  payments.   Unpaid  child  support  —  $5  billion  in 
1992  alone  —  directly  contributes  to  the  impoverishment  of 
children  and  rising  welfare  costs. 

A  year  ago,  I  received  a  letter  from  a  constituent  of  mine 
in  Warren,  Michigan.   This  mother  of  two  ran  away  from  her 
husband,  moved  into  a  shelter  for  abused  women,  and  wrote,  "I 
have  been  working  as  a  secretary  for  almost  eight  years  now,  and 
it  still  seems  that  there  is  never  enough  money.   My  ex-husband 
doesn't  even  pay  the  ordered  $55  per  week,  an  amount  so  small  it 
won't  even  buy  them  both  new  shoes  or  new  coats.   It  won't  pay 
for  Little  League  registration...  and  if  I  saved  every  penny,  it 
wouldn't  put  them  even  half  way  through  college.   Why  does  he  do 
this?"  she  asks.   "Because  he  feels  he  can  get  away  with  it  and 
I'd  say  he's  right,"  she  adds. 

Unfortunately,  this  woman  from  Warren  is  not  alone.   In  this 
case,  the  father  does  have  the  means  to  pay.   If  credit  bureau 
reporting  were  mandatory,  this  parent's  credit  history  would  have 
reflected  his  child  support  delinquencies  and  may  have  put  a  dent 
in  his  ability  to  purchase  the  new  cars  and  expensive  home 
improvements  his  former  wife  says  he  now  enjoys. 

We  need  to  send  a  clear,  moral  signal  to  parents:   You  must 
assume  personal  responsibility.   There  is  a  price  to  pay  if  you 
fail  to  support  your  children. 

Government  is  doing  what  it  can  by  intercepting  tax  refunds, 
garnishing  wages,  and  putting  liens  on  the  property  of  those  who 
consistently  fail  to  support  their  children.   But  we  also  need 
the  help  of  the  private  sector.   I  strongly  believe  that  payment 
of  child  support  is  at  least  as  important  as  other  liabilities 
that  lenders  evaluate  before  extending  credit.   Like  credit  card 
balances,  mortgages,  auto  loans  and  student  loans,  child  support 
obligations  must  be  noted.   And  failure  to  pay  court-ordered 
support  should  carry  the  gravest  consequences. 

I  want  to  thank  the  witnesses  for  coming  here  today  to 
testify.  I  look  forward  to  hearing  your  ideas  on  enforcing 
parental  responsibility. 
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Mr.  Levin.  Earlier  today  there  was  a  reference  to  those  figures, 
and  when  we  have  5V2  million  absentee  parents  who  in  1992  made 
no  child  support  payments  at  all,  there  is  something  wrong,  and 
where  we  have  huge  billions,  the  figures  for  1992,  $27  billion  re- 
mained uncollected,  there  is  clearly  something  wrong.  And  legisla- 
tion we  passed  several  years  ago  was  a  step  in  the  right  direction 
and  it  strengthened  efforts  but  it  clearly  wasn't  enough. 

So  what  we  have  is  an  array  of  legislative  proposals  to  try  to  im- 
prove this  situation,  this  dire  situation.  I  think  here,  and  Mr. 
Santorum  referred  to  it  and  others  have,  we  are  looking  for  an  ap- 
propriate Federal-State  partnership  throughout  this  system  and  it 
seems  to  me  there  is  clear  agreement  that  when  it  comes  to  child 
support  enforcement  we  need  very  active  Federal  participation,  in 
part  because  of  lines  that  are  easily  crossed  by  people  leaving 
mothers  and  children  unprotected  and  unsupported. 

As  I  said,  a  large  array  of  legislation  has  been  introduced,  includ- 
ing a  bill  that  I  introduced  that  would  put  court  orders  into  the 
credit  system  of  this  country  so  that  child  support  orders  would 
have  the  same  level  of  importance  as  mortgages  and  hopefully  even 
more  so  than  loans  for  purposes  unrelated  to  buying  a  home.  I  am 
hopeful  that  we  can  act  this  year  on  this  outstanding  issue  of  child 
support  that  is  ordered  in  name  only.  All  right. 

So  with  that,  we  will  go  into  the  testimony,  and  according  to  the 
order  here  and  maybe  we  will  follow  it.  It  looks  to  me  alphabetical. 

Nancy  Duff  Campbell,  you  are  first.  Your  statement  will  be  sub- 
mitted for  the  record,  as  will  all  the  other  expert  witnesses  here 
today.  Why  don't  you  take  your  5  minutes  or  so  as  you  would  like. 

STATEMENT  OF  NANCY  DUFF  CAMPBELL,  COPRESmENT, 
NATIONAL  WOMEN'S  LAW  CENTER 

Ms.  Campbell.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

I  am  very  happy  to  be  here  today  and  I  want  to  start  by  thank- 
ing the  subcommittee  for  its  leadership  on  this  issue  over  the 
years.  We  have  had  considerable  improvements  in  the  Federal- 
State  partnership  on  child  support  but  as  your  opening  statement 
suggested,  despite  all  these  improvements,  we  still  have  a  serious 
crisis  in  child  support  enforcement  and  that  crisis  calls  for  fun- 
damental reform  of  the  system. 

We  are  pleased  that  almost  all  of  the  bills  that  have  addressed 
the  child  support  question  recognize  this  crisis  and  most  are  quite 
comprehensive  bills,  so  we  have  a  good  place  to  start  on  this  issue. 
The  most  comprehensive  of  the  bills,  from  our  perspective,  and  the 
best,  is  that  introduced  by  Representative  Lynn  Woolsey  and  I 
know  she  has  testified  before  the  subcommittee  on  the  bill.  The  im- 
portant factor  in  her  bill  that  we  support  is  the  recognition  that  we 
really  need  to  move  to  Federal  enforcement,  that  the  system  has 
not  been  working  at  the  State  level  and  we  need  Federal  enforce- 
ment of  support.  This  does  not  cut  out  a  role  for  the  States  but 
leaves  States  with  more  resources  and  more  time  to  devote  to  es- 
tablishing awards,  getting  paternity  established,  modifying  awards, 
and  providing  basic  social  service  functions,  but  it  moves  enforce- 
ment to  the  Federal  level,  in  part,  because  of  the  problem  of  inter- 
state awards  that  the  Chairman  recognized. 
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I  think  that  the  bill  also  adds  a  very  important  element  of  child 
support  assurance  which  would  guarantee,  in  essence,  that  if  a 
payment  was  missed  or  was  missed  in  part  that  the  family  would 
have  a  continual  source  of  support,  and  I  hope  the  subcommittee 
will  look  carefully  at  that  bill. 

The  President's  bill  and  bills  by  other  members  of  the  committee, 
particularly  Mr.  Matsui's  bill,  have  also  recognized  that  there  is  a 
need  for  comprehensive  reform  of  the  system  and  have  attempted 
to  address  problems  in  paternity,  in  the  setting  of  awards,  and  the 
updating  and  enforcing  of  awards,  and  are  beginning  to  look  at 
child  support  assurance  in  a  serious  way. 

The  subject  of  today's  hearing,  which  is  the  administration  bill, 
particularly  recognizes  this  and  makes  very  important  improve- 
ments in  the  law.  In  our  testimony  we  address  all  these  areas,  fo- 
cusing on  particular  areas  where  we  think  even  further  improve- 
ment could  be  made  in  the  administration's  bill. 

Because  of  limited  time,  I  want  to  focus  on  three  of  these  areas. 
I  am  not  reading  my  testimony  but  just  summarizing  the  areas 
that  we  think  are  important  to  look  at  and  to  make  needed  im- 
provements in  the  proposal  that  the  administration  has  advanced. 

The  first  is  the  area  of  modification  of  awards.  The  current  law, 
as  the  subcommittee  knows,  requires  States  to  review  and  modify 
all  AFDC  awards  unless  there  is  a  determination  that  it  wouldn't 
be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  child.  In  the  case  of  non-AFDC 
awards,  reviews  are  supposed  to  be  made  every  3  years  if  either 
parent  requests  a  review. 

There  have  been  several  problems  with  this  scheme.  First,  par- 
ents often  don't  know  whether  to  request  a  review  because  they 
don't  have  financial  information  about  each  other  to  help  them 
make  that  determination.  Even  when  they  request  it,  sometimes 
States  place  limits  on  the  amount  of  an  increase  that  must  result 
before  they  make  an  adjustment.  It  is  also  very  burdensome  in  that 
States  are  reviewing  many,  many  orders  that  result  in  very  little 
change  and  there  are  other  problems  with  the  system  that  we  dis- 
cuss in  more  detail  in  the  testimony. 

The  administration  tries  to  address  some  of  these  problems  in 
the  bill  but  not  completely,  and  the  biggest  problem  is  that,  in  es- 
sence, what  the  administration  bill  would  do  would  be  to  require 
virtually  all  orders  to  be  reviewed.  Although  they  say  in  their  bill 
that  this  would  only  occur  every  3  years  and  they  allow  States  to 
put  limits  on  when  adjustments  would  actually  be  made,  in  effect 
orders  have  to  be  reviewed  and  then  presented  to  the  parent  and 
the  parent  can  decide  whether  to  take  the  adjustment.  But  this 
poses  a  problem  because  the  agency  still  has  to  review  all  the  or- 
ders. 

We  prefer  the  approach  in  Mr.  Matsui's  bill  which  essentially  re- 
quires every  order  to  include  a  cost-of-living  adjustment  which 
would  happen  automatically;  fewer  parents  would  then  request  re- 
views. If  they  did  request  reviews,  then  States  would  make  the  re- 
views and  parents  would  also  be  required  to  exchange  financial  in- 
formation on  a  yearly  basis  on  a  standardized  form  so  they  would 
know  whether  to  ask  for  reviews. 

The  other  two  areas  where  we  think  impro^'ements  need  to  be 
made  in  the  administration  bill  are  in  the  area  of  staffing  and 
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staffing  standards  and  in  the  child  support  assurance  demonstra- 
tion projects. 

With  respect  to  staffing,  we  all  know  that  agencies  can't  do  their 
job  unless  they  have  enough  staff  and  enough  resources.  The  ad- 
ministration bill  adds  to  the  resources  by  increasing  the  match,  but 
is  not  sufficient  on  the  staffing  issue.  It  only  requires  the  Secretary 
to  make  a  study  of  staffing  and  then  to  report  to  the  Congress. 

The  Matsui  bill  is  a  better  approach  in  that  it  requires  a  study, 
the  development  of  standards,  and  then  says  to  the  States  if  you 
don't  meet  your  performance  standards,  you  will  suffer  a  reduction 
in  your  match.  States  don't  have  to  implement  the  standards  but 
if  they  can't  meet  their  performance  standards  then  they  must  im- 
plement staffing  standards  to  assure  they  have  enough  staff. 

Let  me  add  one  sentence  on  child  support  assurance. 

We  are  very  pleased  that  the  administration  and  several  other 
bills  include  child  support  demonstration  projects.  We  think  it  is 
very  important  if  we  can't  move  directly  to  child  support  assurance 
at  this  time  that  we  have  serious  efforts  to  study  it.  We  think  Mr. 
Matsui's  bill  is  more  thought  out  and  requires  a  better  showing  by 
the  States  that  want  to  do  these  demonstration  projects — as  well 
as  better  recordkeeping  and  reporting  by  the  States  and  better  pro- 
tection for  the  families  that  will  be  involved  in  the  projects.  I  would 
be  happy  to  go  into  this  in  more  detail,  if  you  wish. 

Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  NANCY  DUFF  CAMPBELL,  COPRESIDENT 
NATIONAL  WOMEN'S  LAW  CENTER 

Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  Subcommittee.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  appear  before 
you  today  on  behaif  of  the  National  Women's  Law  Center.  The  Center  is  a  non-profit  organization  that 
has  been  working  since  1972  to  advance  and  protect  women's  legal  rights.  The  Center  focuses  on  major 
policy  areas  of  importance  to  women  and  their  families,  including  child  suppon.  employment, 
education,  reproductive  rights  and  health,  child  and  adult  dependent  care,  public  assistance,  tax  reform 
and  Social  Security  --  with  special  attention  given  to  the  concerns  of  low-income  women. 

The  Center  wishes  to  commend  the  Subcomminee  for  its  leadership  on  child  suppon  issues.  We 
are  heartened  by  the  many  improvements  that  have  been  made  in  the  law.  especially  in  the  last  ten 
years.  At  the  same  time,  we  are  deeply  disturbed  by  the  continuing  failure  of  the  child  suppon  system 
to  deliver  on  its  promise:  that  child  suppon  should  provide  a  regular,  reliable  source  of  suppon  for 
children  in  single-parent  households. 

The  Need  for  Fundamental  Child  Support  Reform 

As  this  Subcommittee  well  knows,  we  are  facing  a  crisis  in  child  support. 

In  1991,  25  percent  of  all  children  in  the  United  States  lived  in  a  one-parent  family,  compared 
with  12  percent  in  1970.  Current  projeaions  are  that  more  than  half  of  all  children  bom  today  will 
spend  some  time  in  a  single-parent  family  before  reaching  age  18. 

The  poverty  rate  of  children  in  single-parent,  female-headed  families  is  also  dramatic  -  over  50 
percent.  Millions  of  additional  families  live  close  to  the  poverty  line.  The  dire  economic  strait  of 
single-parent  families  is  attributable,  at  least  in  part,  to  a  lack  of  child  support.  In  1989,  only  50 
percent  of  all  custodial-mother  families  had  a  child  support  award  in  place,  and  half  of  these  families 
received  no  support  at  all  or  less  than  the  full  amount  due.  For  those  families  who  received  some  child 
support,  the  average  amount  was  under  $3,000. 

A  recent  analysis  by  the  Urban  Institute  estimates  that  the  potential  for  child  support  collections 
exceeds  $47  billion  a  year.  With  awards  of  only  $20  billion  currently  in  place,  and  only  $13  billion 
actually  paid,  the  potential  collection  gap  is  over  $34  billion.  Clearly  our  child  support  system  is  failing 
America's  families. 

To  remedy  this  failure,  there  must  be  fundamental  reform  of  the  child  support  system.  The  best 
approach  is  that  embodied  in  Rep.  Lynn  Woolsey 's  proposed  Secure  Assurance  for  Families  Everywhere 
Act  (SAFE),  H.R.  4051,  which  provides  increased  federal  support  and  mandated  procedures  to  assist 
states  in  establishing  paternity;  requires  the  development  of  federal  standards  for  establishing  child 
support  award  amounts;  federalizes  the  colleaion  and  enforcement  of  child  support  payments;  and 
assures  that  if  a  payment  cannot  be  collected,  the  federal  government  will  provide  a  minimum  assured 
child  support  benefit.  H.R.  4051  builds  on  the  excellent  Child  Support  and  Assurance  Proposal 
advanced  by  a  former  member  of  this  Subcommittee  in  1992,  Rep.  Tom  Downey,  and  Rep.  Henry 
Hyde. 

We  are  pleased  that  President  Clinton's  proposed  Work  and  Responsibility  Act,  H.R.  4605,  also 
recognizes  the  critical  need  to  reform  the  federal-state  child  suppon  system.  The  Center  supports  the 
child  support  provisions  of  the  Administration's  Work  and  Responsibility  Act,  H.R.  4605,  with  some 
important  changes  noted  below.  The  Center  also  supports  the  child  support  provisions  of  Rep.  Bob 
Matsui's  proposed  Family  Self-Sufficiency  Act,  H.R.  4767,  which  in  several  respects  expands  upon  or 
makes  needed  improvements  in  the  Administration  bill.  Rep.  Patricia  Schroeder's  proposed  Child 
Suppon  Responsibility  Act,  H.R.  4570,  which  is  similar  in  many  respecu  to  the  Administration  and 
Matsui  bills,  also  makes  important  improvements,  as  referenced  below. 

The  Administration  bill  builds  on  a  four-point  strategy  for  improving  the  child  support  system: 
1)  establish  awards  in  every  case;  2)  set  awards  at  a  reasonable  level  and  adjust  them  routinely; 
3)  collea  awards  that  are  owed;  and  4)  test  a  guarantee  of  child  support  in  the  form  of  child  support 
assurance.  Our  testimony  addresses  the  provisions  to  advance  each  of  these  strategies,  focusing  on  the 
areas  where  improvements  are  needed. 

Paternity  E.stablishment 

In  1992,  over  500,000  children  had  paternity  established  for  them  by  the  federal-state  child 
support  (TV-D)  program  ~  a  9.4  percent  increase  from  1991.  While  this  is  a  notable  improvement,  it 
represents  only  a  fraction  of  the  many  children  who  need  paternity  established.  Only  about  one-third 
of  the  nearly  1.2  million  children  bom  each  year  to  unmarried  women  have  paternity  established  and 
there  are  nearly  3.1  million  children  currently  in  need  of  paternity  establishment.    Yet  paternity 
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establishment  is  crucial  to  the  economic  well-being  of  children  bom  outside  of  marriage;  if  paternity 
is  not  established,  they  not  only  lose  the  right  to  receive  child  support,  but  also  the  right  to  inherit  from 
their  father,  or  receive  Social  Security  Survivor's  benefits,  veterans  benefits,  and  the  like. 

1.         Encouraging  Voluntary  Establishment  of  Paternity 

Fathers  are  more  likely  to  acknowledge  paternity  at  or  soon  after  a  child's  birth  rather  than  in 
later  years.  Since  research  indicates  that  65  to  80  percent  of  fathers  of  out-of-wedlock  children  are 
present  at  the  hospital  at  the  time  of  birth  or  visit  the  child  shonly  after  birth,  it  makes  sense  to 
encourage  voluntary  acknowledgement  of  paternity  as  soon  after  birth  as  possible.  Congress  recognized 
this  when  it  passed  the  Omnibus  Budget  Reconciliation  Act  of  1993  (OBRA  1993),  which  incorporated 
many  important  reforms  in  the  area  of  paternity  establishment,  including  the  requirement  that  states 
establish  hospital-based  procedures  to  voluntarily  establish  paternity. 

The  Administration  bill  builds  on  the  improvements  to  paternity  establishment  made  in  OBRA 
1993.  Correctly  recognizing  that  outreach  is  vital  to  inform  unmarried  parents  of  the  benefits  of  and 
the  procedures  involved  in  voluntarily  establishing  paternity,  the  bill  requires  states  to  publicize  the 
availability  and  encourage  the  use  of  voluntary  establishment  procedures,  and  increases  the  federal 
match  rate  for  state  outreach  efforts  to  90  percent. 

The  bill  also  correctly  recognizes  that  simplifying  the  voluntary  acknowledgement  process  means 
eliminating  the  need  to  have  a  court  or  administrative  body  oversee  the  acknowledgement  procediu-e. 
Under  OBRA  1993,  a  state  has  the  option  of  treating  a  voluntary  acknowledgement  of  paternity  as  either 
a  conclusive  or  rebuttable  presumption  of  paternity.  In  states  that  choose  to  treat  the  acknowledgement 
as  a  rebuttable  presumption,  it  effectively  becomes  nothing  more  than  a  piece  of  evidence  to  be  used 
in  a  later  legal  proceeding.  This  creates  more  problems  than  it  resolves,  as  many  parents  walk  away 
ft-om  the  hospital  thinking  they  have  established  paternity.  The  Administration  bill  seeks  to  resolve  this 
problem  by  requiring  an  acknowledgement  treated  as  a  rebuttable  presumption  to  ripen  into  a  conclusive 
presumption  within  one  year,  if  not  successftilly  rebutted  within  that  time.  In  addition,  the  bill  gives 
states  the  option  to  allow  a  parent  to  move  to  vacate  a  fmding  of  paternity  at  any  time  on  the  basis  of 
new  evidence,  fraud,  or  in  the  best  interests  of  the  child. 

Although  we  welcome  the  Administration's  efforts  to  simplify  the  establishment  of  paternity, 
we  are  concerned  that  as  it  becomes  easier  to  create  a  legal  finding  of  paternity  outside  the  oversight 
of  a  legal  body,  the  more  crucial  it  becomes  to  ensure  that  proper  due  process  is  afforded  parents,  and 
in  particular  minor  parents.  We  prefer,  therefore,  the  provisions  in  the  Matsui  bill  on  the  legal  effea 
of  voluntary  acknowledgements  of  paternity. 

Under  the  Matsui  bill,  before  either  parent  can  sign  a  voluntary  acknowledgement  of  paternity, 
each  must  be  given  proper  notice  of  the  alternatives  to,  legal  consequences  of,'  and  the  rights  and 
responsibilities  that  arise  from,  signing  the  acknowledgement.  The  notice  must  be  given  in  writing, 
orally,  and  in  a  language  that  each  parent  can  understand.  As  soon  as  the  putative  father  and  the  mother 
sign  the  acknowledgement  form,  it  becomes  a  legal  finding  of  paternity,  subjea  to  a  30-day  "cooling 
off  period,"  during  which  either  parent  can  withdraw  it.  After  30  days,  the  legal  fmding  of  paternity 
can  only  be  challenged  in  court  and  only  on  the  basis  of  fraud,  duress  or  material  mistake  of  fact,  with 
the  burden  on  the  parent  challenging  the  acknowledgement.  Ongoing  legal  responsibilities  arising  from 
tfie  establishment  of  paternity  (including  child  support  payments)  cannot  be  suspended  while  this 
determination  is  made  except  for  good  cause. 

If  either  parent  is  a  minor,  the  process  is  somewhat  different.  In  addition  to  being  given  the 
same  notice  as  adult  parents  prior  to  voluntarily  acknowledging  paternity,  minor  parents  must  also  be 
informed  of  additional  rights  arising  from  their  minority  status.  Unless  the  minor  parent  signs  the 
voluntary  acknowledgement  of  paternity  with  the  guidance  of,  and  in  the  presence  of,  a  parent  or  court- 
appointed  guardian  ad  litem,  he  or  she  may  withdraw  the  voluntary  acknowledgement  for  any  reason, 
even  after  the  30-day  "cooling-off  period".  Withdrawal  must  be  accomplished  in  a  legal  proceeding  to 
establish  child  support,  visitation,  or  custody  at  the  earlier  of:   that  individual's  age  of  majority  or  the 


'  The  notice  would  include  the  right  of  the  parents  to  seek  visitation  or  custody  in  a  legal 
proceeding  after  paternity  is  established.  The  Matsui  bill  requires  that  until  a  legal  proceeding  for 
custody  or  visitation  occurs,  custody  remains  with  the  primary  caretaker  (with  the  mother  being  the 
primary  caretaker  in  the  case  of  a  newborn),  unless  both  parents  agree  to  an  altemauve  arrangement. 
The  Administration  bill  does  not  address  this  issue. 
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first  judicial  or  administrative  proceeding  at  which  the  minor  is  represented  by  a  parent,  guardian  ad 
litem,  or  attorney. 

We  believe  the  Matsui  bill  strikes  a  better  balance  than  the  Administration  bill  between 
affording  parents  appropriate  protection  and  simplifying  the  voluntary  esUblishment  of  paternity. 

Parents  have  a  shorter  time  (30  days)  to  vacate  an  aclcnowledgement  of  paternity  without  having  to  show 
cause,  but  are  never  denied  the  opportunity  to  vacate  a  voluntary  aclcnowledgement  for  justifiable 
reasons  such  as  duress  or  fraud.  The  aclcnowledgement  of  a  minor  parent  who  signs  outside  the 
presence  of  a  parent  or  guardian  is  more  easily  vacated;  as  in  other  areas  of  law,  the  Matsui  bill 
recognizes  that  minors  do  not  have  the  same  capacity  as  adults  to  understand  the  legal  ramifications  of 
their  acts. 

2.         Mandatory  Establishment  of  Paternity 

The  goal  of  the  Administration  bill  is  to  ensure  that  paternity  is  established  for  as  many  children 
bom  out  of  wedlock  as  possible,  regardless  of  the  welfare  or  income  status  of  their  parents.  Each 
state's  performance  would  be  measured  based  on  the  number  of  out-of-wedlock  births  in  the  state,  not 
just  the  number  of  cases  within  the  state's  IV-D  system.  A  combination  of  performance  standards  and 
performance-based  incentives,  coupled  with  required  state  procedures  to  improve  establishment 
processes,  would  encourage  states  to  improve  their  records  of  establishing  paternity. 

The  Administration  bill  also  seeks  to  increase  paternity  establishment  by  focusing  on  the 
requirement  under  current  law  that  a  mother  seeking  AFDC  and/or  Medicaid  must  cooperate  in  efforts 
to  establish  paternity  and  secure  child  support  or  risk  losing  her  share  of  the  AFDC  grant  and  Medicaid 
eligibility.  Only  if  the  mother  has  "good  cause"  not  to  cooperate  is  she  excused  from  this  requirement, 
with  good  cause  found  if  providing  the  required  information  would  put  the  mother  or  child  in  physical 
or  emotional  harm,  if  the  child  was  conceived  as  result  of  rape  or  incest,  or  if  adoption  proceedings  are 
pending  or  being  considered. 

The  Administration  contends  that  since  under  current  law  the  AFDC  (IV-A)  agency  rather  than 
the  child  support  (IV-D)  agency  conducts  the  intake  interview,  "cooperation"  is  often  found  despite  the 
provision  of  inaccurate  information.  Once  the  mother  has  been  found  eligible  and  begins  to  receive 
AFDC  benefits,  the  Administration  argues,  she  no  longer  has  the  incentive  to  provide  complete  and 
accurate  information  about  the  father  to  the  IV-D  agency. 

The  bill  seeks  to  remedy  this  perceived  problem  by  having  the  IV-D  office  conduct  the  initial 
interview  to  determine  "cooperation,"  and  to  hold  up  benefits  (except  Emergency  Assistance)  until  such 
a  determination  is  made.  The  AFDC  applicant  will  have  to  provide  specific  information  to  be  found 
"cooperative,"  including  not  only  the  father's  name  but  "sufficient  additional  information  to  enable  the 
state  agency,  if  reasonable  efforts  were  made,  to  verify  the  identify  of  the  person  named."  The  IV-D 
agency  must  make  the  initial  determination  of  cooperation  within  10  days  of  receiving  the  applicant's 
application  from  the  IV-A  agency.^ 

The  Administration  is  attempting  to  solve  a  problem  with  a  tourniquet  where  a  band-aid  would 
do.  If  the  Administration  believes  the  problem  is  that  IV-A  is  not  doing  its  job  in  meeting  the  current 
requirement  that  an  AFDC  applicant  cooperate  in  identifying  and  locating  the  father  because  insufficient 
information  is  being  collected  from  the  applicant,  then  it  should  require  IV-D  to  develop  a  standardized 
form  to  be  used  by  all  FV-A  workers.  Moving  the  cooperation  determination  to  IV-D,  however, 
improperly  removes  it  from  the  agency  best  equipped,  from  a  social  service  perspective,  to 
determine  if  harm  might  occur  to  the  mother  or  child  because  of  the  mother's  cooperation.  Indeed, 
under  other  provisions  of  the  Administration  bill,  the  social  service  role  of  the  IV-A  worker  is  expanded 
beyond  that  of  current  law  -  to  include  overseeing  an  employability  plan,  making  residency 
determinations  for  minor  parents,  and  coordinating  services.  It  is  this  social  service  role  that  is  critical 
to  determining  whether  an  applicant  has  good  cause  not  to  cooperate  in  establishing  paternity  or 
obtaining  child  support.  The  agency  most  equipped  to  make  the  good  cause  determination  is  FV-A,  not 
IV-D. 


'  The  Administration's  bill  requires  IV-A  to  send  fV-D  the  application  "immediately."  Unless 
"immediately"  is  defmed  as  a  set  time  period  -  one  day,  for  example  --  there  is  no  guarantee  that  IV-A 
will  send  the  application  off  as  soon  as  it  is  received.  The  result  will  be  that  aid  will  be  delayed  even 
longer,  since  the  10  days  FV-D  has  to  determine  cooperation  (and  hold  up  assistance)  do  not  begin  to 
run  until  its  receipt  of  the  application. 


If  the  Administration  thinks  the  problem  is  that  mothers  are  refusing  to  cooperate,  the  numbers 
show  a  different  story.  Cooperation  --  or  the  lack  thereof  --  is  not  a  significant  issue.  Of  the  1992 
cases  in  the  IV-D  system,  less  than  one-seventh  of  one  percent  (.13%)  refused  to  cooperate  with  the 
state.  In  faa,  many  AFDC  mothers  repon  frustration  in  getting  IV-D  to  receive  and  follow  up  on 
information  about  the  putative  father  that  they  have  provided.  It  is  this  problem  -  not  mothers'  lack 
of  cooperation  -  that  far  better  explains  IV-D's  dismal  failure  to  establish  paternity  in  so  many  cases. 

Setttng  Reasonable  Awards  xfrn  ADjL'snyG  Tiiem  RoimNELV 

Child  suppon  awards  are  often  inadequate,  providing  insufficient  income  to  adequately  support 
children.  In  1989,  the  average  suppon  amount  awarded  and  due,  $3,292,  had  to  support  an  average 
of  1.6  children  -  making  the  average  annual  award  due  $5.64  a  day  per  child.'  Yet  research  shows 
that  it  costs  $4,030  a  year  to  raise  a  child  under  age  two  in  a  lower-income,  single-parent  home,  and 
$5,520  to  raise  a  child  age  six  to  eight  in  the  same  home.  While  there  is  much  to  learn  about  the 
income  of  noncustodial  fathers,  it  is  clear  that  as  a  group  they  can  afford  to  pay  more  child  support  than 
they  do;  a  recent  study  shows  that  the  average  personal  income  of  noncustodial  fathers  was  $23,006, 
with  custodial  mothers  three  times  more  likely  to  be  poor  than  noncustodial  fathers. 

1.  Sening  Awyijs 

Under  current  law,  states  must  have  numeric  guidelines  for  setting  child  support  awards,  and 
the  guidelines  must  be  treated  by  the  decision-maker  setting  the  award  as  a  rebuttable  presumption  of 
the  amount  owed.  Because  guidelines  vary  significantly  from  state  to  sute,  however,  award  levels  vary 
dramatically  as  well.  According  to  a  recent  study,  in  1991  support  awards  for  low-income  obligors 
ranged  from  $25  to  $327,  while  for  the  highest-income  obligors  they  ranged  from  $616  to  $1,607,  and 
the  variation  in  awards  was  not  due  to  differences  in  cost  of  living  across  the  states.  Not  only  are 
children  not  being  awarded  the  child  suppon  they  deserve,  but  the  state  in  which  their  award  is 
established  may  well  arbitrarily  determine  the  amount  of  their  award. 

To  remedy  the  current  problem,  we  support  the  creation  of  a  national  commission  on  child 
support  guidelines  charged  with  constructing  a  uniform  guideline  that  provides  for  adequate 
awards  and  takes  into  consideration  changing  income  and  family  structure.  Although  most  of  the 
welfare  reform  bills  accept  this  approach  and  establish  such  a  commission,  there  are  fine  differences 
between  the  duties  of  the  commissions  proposed  that  are  worth  noting. 

The  Administration  bill  requires  the  commission  to  determine  the  advisability  of  a  national 
suppon  guideline,  and  if  it  so  determines,  to  design  and  propose  for  congressional  consideration  such 
a  guideline,  based  on  its  study  of  specifically  enumerated  guideline  components.  Since  we  believe  that 
the  need  for  a  national  guideline  is  clear,  however,  we  prefer  the  approach  of  the  Matsui  bill,  which 
presumes  that  a  national  guideline  is  advisable,  and  directs  the  commission  to  develop  such  a  guideline 
for  presentation  to  Congress,  based  on  the  commission's  study  of  various  guideline  models,  their 
benefits  and  deficiencies,  and  any  needed  improvements.  Given  what  is  already  known  about  the 
extreme  variation  of  child  suppon  awards  set  under  different  state  guidelines,  and  their  inadequacy, 
Congress  should  adopt  the  Matsui  bill's  mandate  for  the  development  of  a  national  guideline. 

2.  Rcvigw  ^d  AdJMStmgnt  pf  AwydS 

Establishing  adequate  child  suppon  orders  is  vitally  important  for  children.  But  it  is  only  pan 
of  the  solution.  It  is  also  crucial  that  an  appropriate  mechanism  for  updating  and  modifying  child 
suppon  orders  be  in  place  so  that  as  families  change,  children  grow,  and  the  value  of  nroney  diminishes 
over  time,  orders  can  be  adjusted  to  reflect  current  circumstances. 

Current  law  establishes  a  complex  system  for  the  review  and  adjustment  of  child  suppon  orders. 
States  are  required  to  review  all  AFDC  orders  being  enforced  by  the  FV-D  agency,  unless  neither  parent 
has  requested  a  review  and  the  agency  has  determined  that  a  review  is  not  in  the  best  interests  of  the 
child.  States  must  also,  upon  the  request  of  either  parent,  review  every  non-AFDC  order  being 
enforced  by  the  IV-D  agency  at  least  once  every  three  years. 


'    This  is  the  amount  awarded  by  courts  and  administrative  bodies;  even  less  is  actually 
collected.  In  1989.  the  average  award  actually  collected,  $2,995,  amounted  to  $5.13  a  day  per  child. 
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There  are  a  number  of  problems  with  the  current  scheme.  First,  parents  are  often  reluctant  to 
request  a  review;  without  financial  information  from  the  other  parent,  they  cannot  know  if  the  effort 
to  seek  a  modification  will  yield  positive  results,  and  getting  such  fmancial  information  is  time- 
consuming  and  often  costly.  Moreover,  even  if  parents  come  forward,  the  high  percentage  changes  in 
award  amounts  required  by  some  states  before  modifications  will  be  made  --  in  some  states  as  high  as 
25  percent  ~  often  keep  parents  from  actually  obtaining  adjustments  in  their  orders.^ 

Second,  the  current  system  is  burdensome  for  child  support  agencies.  The  review  and 
adjustment  requirements  are  resource-intensive,  resulting  in  a  process  that  is  either  not  done  well,  or 
is  done  at  the  expense  of  diverting  resources  from  other  important  child  support  tasks.  A  simpler,  more 
streamlined  process  would  result  in  more  families  being  helped,  without  taking  time  and  money  away 
from  other  child  support  agency  functions. 

Third,  the  current  scheme  in  which  either  parent  may  request  review  and  adjustment  of  a  child 
support  order  has  in  some  states  created  a  potential  conflict  of  interest  for  IV-D  attorneys  who  are 
required  to  represent  both  custodial  and  noncustodial  parents.  States  have  dealt  widi  this  conflict  issue 
in  a  myriad  of  ways,  from  simply  not  addressing  the  conflict,  to  making  both  parents  proceed  qtq  se 
and  reftising  to  provide  services  to  either  parent,  to  agreeing  to  provide  services  to  both  parents,  but 
refusing  to  recognize  an  attorney/client  relationship. 

The  Administration  bill  fails  in  many  respects  to  resolve  the  current  problems.  Under  the  bill, 
the  modification  scheme  of  current  law  would  stay  in  place  until  1999  (or  an  earlier  date  at  state  option), 
when  it  would  be  replaced  by  a  universal  system.  Under  the  new  system,  all  orders  in  the  state  registry 
would  be  reviewed  and  adjusted  in  accordance  with  state  child  support  guidelines  at  least  every  three 
years,  except  that  a  state  could  refuse  to  adjust  an  order  when  the  change  in  the  amount  awarded  would 
be  less  than  10  percent.  In  addition,  a  state  would  not  have  to  review  an  order  if  such  a  review  would 
not  be  in  the  best  interest  of  the  child,  of  if  both  parents,  upon  notification  of  the  change  in  the  amount 
awarded,  decline  the  modification  in  writing.  Finally,  a  state  would  also  be  required  to  provide  a 
review  at  any  time  upon  the  request  of  either  parent  if  either  parent's  income  has  changed  by  more  than 
20  percent  or  other  substantial  changes  have  occurred  in  either  parent's  circumstances. 


Although  the  modification  scheme  established  in  the  Administration  bill  is  well- 
we  are  concerned  that  it  would  place  a  signiFicant  burden  on  the  states  but  yield  few  significant 
results.  Many  state  rV-D  offices  already  complain  that  the  current  system,  in  which  they  are  effectively 
only  required  to  automatically  review  and  adjust  AFDC  orders,  creates  a  significant  amount  of 
paperwork  with  few  results;  the  Administration  proposal  would  vastly  expand  this  caseload  by 
mandating  automatic  review  and  adjustment  of  ail  orders  in  the  registry  -  AFDC  and  non-AFDC  alike.' 

Instead  of  requiring  a  review  and  adjustment  of  every  order,  we  recommend  a  modification 
system  that  attempts  to  decrease  rather  than  increase  the  bureaucracy  and  paperwork  for  IV-D, 
while  also  assuring  that  needed  adjustments  in  orders  are  made.  The  Matsui  bill  contains  the  four 
essential  elements  of  such  a  modification  scheme. 

Rrst,  states  would  be  required  to  include  automatic,  annual  cost-of-living  adjustments  (COLAs), 
based  on  the  Consumer  Price  Index,  in  every  order  when  it  is  established.  Notice  of  the  application 
of  the  COLA  would  be  provided  to  noncustodial  parents  and  employers  to  facilitate  required  changes 
in  wage  withholding.  Since  orders  would  not  lose  value  over  time  and  would  remain  at 
inflation-adjusted  levels,  fewer  parents  would  need  or  want  to  petition  for  further  review  and  adjustment, 
and  states  would  be  spared  needless  expenditures  of  precious  time  and  resources  on  the  review  process. 

Second,  states  would  be  required  to  implement  a  simplified  process  for  review  and  adjustment 
of  orders  every  three  years.  Under  such  a  process,  every  three  years  both  parents  would  be  notified 
of  and  have  the  right  to  request  a  review  and,  if  the  adjusted  amount  under  the  state  guidelines  differs 
from  the  current  order  by  more  than  the  cost-of-living  adjustment(s),  receive  an  adjustment.     In 


*  For  example,  a  parent  entitled  to  an  adjustment  that  would  increase  her  current  award  by  15 
percent  would  not  be  permitted  to  obtain  the  adjustment  in  a  state  that  required  changes  of  25  percent 


'  Moreover,  the  number  of  orders  subjea  to  the  new  scheme  will  increase  dramatically  over 
time  as  all  current  IV-D  orders  as  well  as  all  new  and  modified  orders  --  whether  established  by  IV-D 
or  by  a  private  attorney  ~  are  entered  into  th«^  state  registry. 
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addition,  states  would  be  required  to  review  and  adjust  orders  at  any  time,  at  the  request  of  either 
parent,  based  on  a  substantial  change  in  circumstances  of  either  parent.  This  scheme  would  spare  the 
state  the  effort  of  conducting  reviews  or  making  adjustments  in  orders  where  only  small  changes  would 
result,  or  for  parenu  who  do  not  want  their  orders  modified.  At  the  same  time,  it  would  assure  that 
adjustments  are  made  when  appropriate. 

Of  course,  for  this  scheme  to  work  effectively,  parents  need  to  be  able  to  make  an  informed 
decision  about  seeking  a  review,  and  to  evaluate  whether  they  are  likely  to  be  able  to  obtain  an 
adjustment.  To  accomplish  this,  the  Matsui  bill  requires  states  to  ensure  that  parents  be  required  to 
exchange  financial  information  on  a  yearly  basis,  on  a  standardized  "information  exchange  form" 
established  by  the  Secretary  of  HHS.  With  this  information,  each  parent  could  decide  whether  and 
when  to  seek  a  review  and  adjustment. 

Finally,  in  keeping  with  IV-D's  purpose  of  providing  services  to  individuals  seeking  to  establish 
paternity  and  enforce  support,  under  the  Matsui  bill  IV-D  agencies  would  be  permitted  to  offer 
representation  in  review  and  adjustment  cases  only  to  custodial  parents,  unless  such  services  are  offered 
to  noncustodial  parents  by  contracting  outside  the  IV-D  agency.  Under  such  a  procedure,  conflict  of 
interest  concerns  would  be  eliminated  since  IV-D  attorneys  would  not  be  put  in  the  position  of 
representing  opposite  sides  of  a  case  or  issue. 

DiyrRiBVTiQN  OF  Child  Support  Payments  for  Familie.s  Whq  Have  Been  qn  Afdc 

1.  Familig?  Cyrrgntly  Rgggiving  AFDC 

Under  current  law,  a  family  receiving  AFDC  must  assign  its  rights  to  child  support  to  the  state, 
though  the  state  is  required  to  pass-through  to  the  AFDC  family  the  first  $50  of  monthly  support 
collected  if  paid  when  due.  Additional  child  support  collected  may  be  retained  by  the  state  to  reimburse 
itself  for  AFDC  paid  to  the  family. 

Required  since  1984,  the  $50  pass-through  has  never  been  indexed  for  inflation;  if  it  had,  the 
pass-through  would  have  increased  43  percent  and  be  worth  $71.36  today.  Recognizing  that  the  value 
of  the  $50  pass-through  has  substantially  eroded  over  the  past  10  years,  the  Administration  bill  indexes 
it  for  inflation.  In  addition,  the  bill  gives  states  the  option  of  increasing  the  pass-through  further, 
thereby  allowing  families  to  keep  more  of  their  child  support  collected  without  having  it  count  against 
their  AFDC  grant.  Although  these  changes  are  very  positive,  more  could  be  done  to  ensure  that  child 
support  makes  a  real  difference  in  the  lives  of  AFDC  recipients. 

Since  it  is  unlikely  that  many  states  will  voluntarily  increase  the  pass-through  amount,  we 
recommend  that  the  Subcommittee  adopt  the  approach  of  the  Matsui  bill  mandating  an  increase 
in  the  pass-through.  Under  this  approach,  families  would  be  permitted  to  keep  the  first  $50  or  half 
of  all  child  support  collected,  whichever  is  higher.  In  addition,  states  would  be  required  to  index  the 
$50  for  inflation,  and  would  have  the  option  of  increasing  the  pass-through  amount  beyond  $50.  These 
provisions  would  not  only  improve  the  economic  security  of  AFDC  mothers  and  children,  but  also  make 
clear  to  mothers  and  fathers  alike  the  benefits  of  child  support.  Indeed,  many  noncustodial  fathers  of 
AFDC  children  report  that  they  are  frustrated  paying  child  support  because  their  children  see  very  little 
of  that  money.  Knowing  that  their  children  are  being  increasingly  helped  by  the  child  support  they  pay, 
noncustodial  fathers  will  have  more  incentive  to  meet  their  child  support  obligations,  and  collection  rates 
for  this  population  should  rise. 

2.  Families  Formerly  Receiving  AFDC 

Under  current  law,  once  a  family  leaves  AFDC,  the  assignment  for  support  ceases,  but  the  state 
is  entitled  to  keep  any  support  collected  that  does  not  represent  current  support  (i.e..  arrearages)  until 
the  state  reimburses  itself  for  the  AFDC  paid  to  the  family.  States  have  the  option  of  paying  child 
support  arrearages  first  to  the  family  and  then  to  the  state  to  recover  unreimbursed  AFDC.  but  only  19 
states  have  chosen  to  exercise  this  option. 

Both  the  Administration  and  Matsui  bills  seek  to  remedy  the  inequities  of  the  current 
system,  and  we  strongly  support  such  efforts.  Under  both  bills,  former  AFDC  families  would 
receive  not  only  current  child  support  payments,  but  also  any  child  support  arrearages  that 
accrued  when  they  were  not  receiving  AFDC.  This  change  is  especially  important  for  families  who 
have  just  left  the  AFDC  system;  such  families  are  particularly  vulnerable  since  they  are  often  in 
low-wage  jobs  and  lacking  job  security.  Receiving  all  child  support  owed  them  --  current  payments  as 


well  as  arrearages  --  would  help  these  families  for  whom  child  suppon  truly  means  the  difference 
between  staying  off  AFDC  and  returning  to  the  rolls. 

ENFORCENtENT:    COl.LECTINr.  AWARDS  THAT  ARE  OWTD 

Prior  to  1974,  both  the  esublishment  and  enforcement  of  child  suppon  obligations  were  purely 
a  matter  of  state  law.  Since  that  time,  however,  the  nation's  child  suppon  enforcement  system  has  been 
undergoing  a  process  of  federalization.  To  date,  this  process  has  been  accomplished  by  the  provision 
of  substantial  federal  funding  to  the  states  to  provide  child  suppon  services,  the  enactment  of  federal 
laws  that  require  the  54  states  and  territories  to  enact  state  legislation  (e.g.,  immediate  income 
withholding)  and  limited  use  of  federal  locate  and  enforcement  mechanisms. 

This  method  of  federalization  has  not  achieved  the  desired  results:  as  stated  above.  50  percent 
of  custodial  mothers  stilt  do  not  have  a  child  suppon  award  and,  of  those  with  an  award,  only  half 
actually  collea  the  full  amount  owed.  These  numbers  are  the  same  as  they  were  in  1978.  The  picture 
for  those  using  the  state  IV-D  system  is  even  more  bleak;  according  to  OCSE  dau.  a  collection  of 
support  is  made  in  only  18.7  percent  of  IV-D  cases.  Of  particular  concern  are  interstate  cases,  which 
make  up  approximately  30  percent  of  the  IV-D  caseload  but  account  for  less  than  8  percent  of  IV-D 
collections. 

The  current  state  system  has  also  failed  to  become  more  cost-efficient.  In  1991,  S3. 82  was 
collected  per  dollar  of  administrative  expense.  This  is  a  decrease  from  1988  when  $3.94  was  collected 
for  every  dollar  in  administrative  expense.  In  short,  the  federal  government  is  losing  over  half  a  billion 
dollars  yearly  on  a  program  that  is  failing  to  provide  even  minimally  adequate  services.  The  resulting 
costs  to  children  are  beyond  measure. 

The  dismal  record  of  the  states  has  many  causes.  Chief  among  them  are  insufficient  staff  and 
resources  at  the  state  and  local  levels:  a  multiplicity  of  actors  (e.g.,  judges,  coun  clerks,  distria 
attorneys,  process  servers,  sheriffs)  who  are  ouuide  the  control  of  the  IV-D  agency  but  who  must  art 
efficiently  if  the  agency  is  to  do  its  job;  diverse,  and  frequently  inconsistent  state  laws  that  make 
processing  interstate  cases  particularly  difficult;  and  a  lack  of  automation.  Although  the  Family  Support 
Art  requires  states  to  automate  their  systems,  a  recent  GAO  report  reveals  that  many  states  will  not  meet 
the  1995  deadline  as  required  by  the  law.  More  importantly,  even  if  all  54  jurisdiaions  become 
automated,  they  will  not  necessarily  be  ablfe  to  interface  with  each  other's  automated  systems. 

The  Center,  therefore,  believes  that  the  enforcement  of  child  support  obligations  should  be 
moved  to  the  federal  level.  This  would  have  several  salutary  effects:  1)  free  up  state  staff  and 
resources  to  perform  other  functions  (establish  paternity,  set  and  modify  awards,  reach  out  to  additional 
families  eligible  for  services);  2)  provide  a  uniform  national  collection  system  that  could  reach  obligated 
parents  wherever  they  live  or  work;  3)  greatly  ease  the  burden  on  employers  involved  in  income 
withholding,  who  would  only  have  to  deal  with  one  entity  with  one  set  of  policies  and  procedures;  and 
4)  simplify  significantly  the  tracking,  monitoring  and  distribution  of  child  support  payments  across  the 
country. 

We  strongly  support  the  federalization  of  child  support  enforcement,  including  collection 
and  disbursement,  contained  in  the  Woolsey  bill.  This  bill  houses  enforcement  at  the  Internal 
Revenue  Service,  a  respected  federal  agency  with  both  the  tools  and  the  experience  necessary  to  collert, 
disburse  and  enforce  child  support  obligations. 

If  complete  federalization  of  enforcement  is  not  feasible  in  the  short  term,  immediate 
improvements  in  the  federal-state  system  must  nonetheless  be  made.  Several  goals  must  be  met. 
States  must  be  able  to  share  information  with  each  other,  easily  enforce  each  other's  orders,  and  art  as 
a  connected  network  rather  than  54  independent  actors.  The  role  of  the  federal  govenunent  must 
expand,  to  facilitate  this  exchange  of  information  by  the  states  and  otherwise  improve  locate  and 
enforcement,  especially  in  interstate  cases.  Staffing  and  funding  for  state  systems  must  be  improved, 
and  state  procedures  must  be  streamlined  and  made  more  uniform. 

1.         State  Role 

In  order  to  improve  enforcement,  sutes  must  streamline  their  collection  process  by  centralizing 
collection  and  disbursement.  We  strongly  support,  therefore,  the  provisions  in  the  Administration 
bill  that  mandate  that  each  state  establish  a  central  sUte  registry  and  collection  unit.  The  registry 
would  maintain  curreni  records  of  suppon  orders  as  well  as  payment  records  and  other  information 
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relevant  to  the  enforcement  of  awards,  in  a  format  permining  the  information  to  be  shared  with  and 
matched  against  data  of  other  states  and  the  federal  government.  The  single  centralized  unit  would 
collect  and  disburse  support  payments,  whether  by  wage  withholding  or  otherwise.  State  staff  would 
monitor  payments  to  ensure  that  suppon  is  paid  and  have  the  authority  to  impose  certain  enforcement 
remedies  administratively.  By  requiring  a  centralized  state  system  to  oversee  and  monitor  payments, 
the  Administration  bill  would  improve  the  ability  of  states  to  nip  nonpayment  in  the  bud  and  prevent 
the  accrual  of  years  of  arrearages. 

Although  requiring  one  central  state  registry  and  collection  unit  will  make  a  state  like  California, 
with  its  58  county-wide  child  support  systems,  more  unified,  the  Administration  bill  does  not  go  far 
enough  in  promoting  unified,  state-wide  systems.  Having  a  central  state  child  support  system  is  crucial 
for  improving  enforcement;  enforcing  orders  across  county  lines  is  often  just  as  difficult  as  enforcing 
an  intersuie  order.  We  recommend,  therefore,  a  provision  in  the  Matsui  bill,  which  encourages  states 
to  establish  a  united  child  suppon  enforcement  program  by  increasing  by  five  percentage  points  the 
federal  match  for  states  with  such  a  program. 

2.  Federal  RqI? 

The  Adnunistration  bill  expands  the  federal  role  in  locate  and  enforcement  by  mandating  the 
establishment  of  a  three-tiered  federal  clearinghouse:  a  National  Child  Support  Registry,  a  National 
Directory  of  New  Hires,  and  an  expanded  Federal  Parent  Locator  Service.  Each  state  would  be 
required  to  send  to  the  National  Child  Support  Registry  basic  information  on  each  child  support  case 
in  its  registry,  and  each  employer  would  be  required  to  report  information  about  all  newly  hired 
employees  to  the  Directory  of  New  Hires;  the  data  in  the  two  registries  would  then  be  matched  every 
two  working  days  and  all  matches  reported  to  the  appropriate  state  agency.  In  addition,  the  Federal 
Parent  Locator  Service  would  be  expanded  by  increasing  the  data  sources  it  can  access  and  by 
expanding  its  funaions.  These  important  extensions  of  federal  authority  are  important  to  ensuring 
an  effective  child  support  system. 

3.  Staffing 

Recent  testimony  given  to  Congress  by  a  Virginia  IV-D  worker  highlights  the  staffing  problems 
faced  by  those  working  in  the  trenches  of  the  child  support  system.  With  1 ,000  cases  per  worker,  this 
rV-D  program  specialist  estimated  that  she  is  able  to  give  98  minutes  a  year  -  eight  minutes  a  month  ~ 
to  each  case,  hardly  enough  time  to  retrieve  the  case  file.  Although  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  Human 
Services  has  statutory  authority  to  establish  minimum  suffing  requirements  for  IV-D  programs,  no 
Secretary  has  ever  acted  on  this  authority,  and  IV-D  offices  are  notoriously  understaffed  and 
overworked.  If  there  is  going  to  be  a  serious  attempt  to  improve  child  support  enforcement,  staffmg 
standards  must  be  established  for  state  IV-D  offices. 

The  Administration  bill  attempts  to  address  the  staffing  problem  by  requiring  the  Secretary  to 
conduct  studies  of  the  staffing  of  each  state  IV-D  program,  including  the  effects  of  several  new 
requirements  on  the  staffing  needs,  and  report  her  findings  and  conclusions  to  Congress.  Such  an 
approach  does  not  guarantee,  however,  that  understaffed  IV-D  offices  will  be  affected  by  these  studies 
or  that  states  will  act  in  response  to  the  Secretary's  findings. 

Other  bills  take  a  more  aggressive  approach  to  keeping  staff  numbers  at  a  reasonable  level. 
Under  the  Schroeder  bill,  the  Secretary  must  develop  a  methodology  to  be  used  by  each  state  to 
determine  the  staffing  requirements  of  its  IV-D  program.  Each  state  must  then  suff  the  program  in 
accordance  with  these  staffing  requirements  or  risk  a  two  percent  reduction  in  its  match  rate. 

The  Matsui  bill  takes  a  hybrid  approach,  combining  the  Administration  and  Schroeder 
provisions.  The  Secretary  must  condua  staffing  studies  for  each  state  IV-D  program,  reporting  these 
findings  to  Congress  and  the  sutes.  Each  state  then  faces  a  two  percent  reduction  in  its  match  rate  only 
if  it  has  not  met  its  performance  standards  and  not  implemented  the  proper  suffing  levels.  In  other 
words,  if  a  state  can  meet  its  performance  standards  with  a  high  caseload-to-worker  ratio,  it  will  not 
be  penalized  for  not  meeting  its  staffing  standards.' 


'  The  Matsui  bill  contains  in  its  teen  parent  provisions  mandatory  case  management  for  teen 
custodial  AFDC  parents,  with  a  maximum  caseload  ratio  for  an  individual  case  manager  of  65  cases  to 
1  worker.  Although  such  case  management  is  provided  under  the  IV-A  program,  these  case  managers 
(with  their  more  workable  caseload)  will  work  with  the  IV-D  system  to  help  teen  parents  establish 


Both  the  Schroeder  and  Matsui  bills  appropriately  recognize  that  IV-D  workers  can  only 
do  their  jobs  well  if  they  are  not  carrying  an  overwhelming  caseload.  The  Administration  bill 
attempts  to  ensure  the  quality  of  a  worker's  performance  --  the  bill  mandates  that  the  federai  government 
develop  a  core  curriculum  of  training  to  be  used  by  all  the  state  agencies  --  but  ignores  the  very  crucial 
need  to  contain  the  quantity  of  a  worker's  caseload.  Although  additional  training  is  necessary  and 
welcome  (indeed,  all  three  bills  have  important  training  provisions),  it  will  mean  little  if  staffing  levels 
are  not  curtailed;  even  a  superhuman  IV-D  worker  cannot  do  her  job  right  if  she  is  juggling  1.000 
cases. 

4.  Funding 

Improved  enforcement  is,  of  course,  integrally  tied  to  funding.  We  are  pleased,  therefore, 
that  the  Administration  bill  increases  the  basic  federal  match  rate  for  state  IV-D  programs  from 
the  current  66  percent  to  75  percent  by  1998;  has  a  maintenance  of  effort  provision  to  ensure  that 
states  continue  to  contribute  the  non-federal  share  at  FY  1995  levels  despite  the  higher  match;  and 
shifts  the  measure  of  success  for  incentive  payments  to  states  from  process  to  performance. 

We  are  concerned,  however,  that  the  Administration  bill  reduces  IV-A  payments  for  IV-D's 
failure  to  achieve  its  paternity  establishment  percentage,  appropriate  level  of  overall  performance  for 
child  support  enforcement,  or  accurate  data  reporting.  As  under  current  law,  in  the  Administration's 
scheme  the  AFDC  system  essentially  pays  the  price  for  the  wrongs  of  the  IV-D  system.  In  order  to 
hold  the  IV-D  agency  directly  responsible  for  its  own  failures,  we  recommend  reducing  IV-D 
payments  rather  than  IV-A  payments  when  IV-D  fails  to  meet  its  statutory  requirements.  We 
realize  that  this  will  reduce  the  penalty  for  the  state,  as  IV-D  payments  are  smaller  than  IV-A  payments. 
However,  this  could  be  addressed  by  increasing  the  percentage  by  which  the  federal  match  will  be 
reduced. 

5.  Streamlining  and  Uniformity  of  Procedures 

Several  provisions  of  the  Administration  bill  require  states  to  improve  their  procedures  for 
enforcing  support.  One  that  is  particularly  important  is  the  requirement  that  states  adopt  the 
Uniform  Interstate  Family  Support  Act  (UIFSA),  as  approved  by  the  National  Conference  of 
Commissioners  on  Uniform  State  Laws  with  some  speciFied  modifications.  One  of  the  reasons 
interstate  orders  are  so  hard  to  enforce  is  that  there  is  often  confusion  about  which  state  has  jurisdiction 
to  enforce  or  modify  an  order.  UIFSA  corrects  this  by  establishing  a  scheme  in  which  only  one  order 
is  controlling  at  any  one  time,  with  one  state  maintaining  continuing,  exclusive  jurisdiction.  It  is 
particularly  important  that  federal  law  mandate  that  all  states  not  only  adopt  the  same  version  of  UIFSA, 
but  that  they  do  so  at  the  same  time.  Currently,  only  a  handful  of  states  have  adopted  UIFSA  and,  of 
these,  several  have  added  individualized  amendments.  Thus,  each  state's  versions  of  UIFSA  has  slight 
variations,  causing  confusion  amongst  the  states. 

Child  Support  Assurance 

Child  support  assurance  is  a  bold,  new  strategy  for  addressing  the  problems  of  the  current  child 
support  system.  It  reinforces  parental  responsibility  by  insisting  that  our  children  receive  child  support. 
At  the  same  time,  it  protects  children  when  parents  are  unable  or  fail  to  pay  support. 
Under  child  support  assurance,  the  government  provides  an  assured  child  support  benefit  on  behalf  of 
any  child  who  has  been  awarded  support  but  whose  noncustodial  parent  cannot  or  will  not  pay,  in  whole 
or  in  part,  the  amount  owed.  The  assured  benefit  is  equal  to  a  fixed  benefit  amount  that  varies 
according  to  family  size,  less  the  amount  of  child  support  collected. 

Child  support  assurance  is  a  new  concept,  but  it  builds  on  a  concept  already  deeply  embedded 
in  American  social  policy  ~  the  Social  Security  system.  Just  as  Social  Security  insurance  protects 
against  the  inability  of  parents  to  support  their  families  due  to  disability,  death  or  retirement,  child 
support  assurance  protects  against  the  inability  or  failure  of  parents  to  support  their  families  due  to 
divorce  or  separation. 

Child  support  assurance  provides  families  with  the  economic  security  that  is  lacking  in  the 
current  child  support  system.  The  assured  benefit  would  be  universal,  available  to  AFDC  families  and 
non-AFDC  families  alike.    For  those  families  eligible  for  public  assistance,  it  would  provide  a  benefit 


paternity,  obtain  orders,  and  enforce  child  support  awards. 
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not  subjea  to  work  disincentives  or  the  stigma  that  is  unfortunately  attached  to  the  receipt  of 
means-tested  benefits.  As  such,  it  would  afford  AFDC  mothers  a  realistic  chance  of  moving  off  welfare 
to  support  their  families  through  a  combination  of  child  support,  earnings  from  employment,  and  (if 
needed)  the  assured  child  suppon  benefit. 

At  the  same  time,  child  support  assurance  focuses  attention  on  the  responsibility  of  the 
noncustodial  parent  for  children's  economic  insecurity.  Too  often  only  the  custodial  parent  is  blamed 
for  generating  insufficient  income  to  adequately  suppon  the  children.  Child  support  assurance. 
however,  is  premised  on  much  stronger  child  suppon  enforcement,  sending  a  message  that  both  parents 
are  responsible  for  a  child's  support.  Moreover,  the  noncustodial  parent  would  be  encouraged  to  pay 
by  the  knowledge  that  child  suppon  payments  made  would  benefit  the  children  and  be  supplemented  by 
the  assured  benefit  in  cases  where,  because  of  the  parent's  low  income,  the  award  was  less  than  the 
assured  benefit  amount. 

We  believe  that  universal  child  support  assurance  should  be  put  into  place  now  so  that 
another  generation  of  children  does  not  have  to  wait  for  national  policy  to  catch  up  with  changed 
needs  and  changed  demographics.  Rep.  Woolsey's  bill  boldly  embraces  this  concept  and  creates  a 
universal,  phased-in  assurance  program  that  would  help  children  across  the  country. 

If  such  a  universal  system  is  not  put  in  place,  however,  Congress  should  authorize  a 
significant  number  of  broad-based  demonstration  projects  that  establish  the  viability  of  the 
approach,  that  expand  rapidly  to  serve  a  greater  population  as  program  success  is  documented, 
and  that  test  strategies  for  replicating  the  program  and  expanding  it  to  national  scale. 

We  are  pleased  that  the  Administration,  Matsui  and  Schroeder  bills  authorize  state  demonstration 
projects  to  test  child  suppon  assurance  and  strongly  suppon  such  authorization.  The  provisions  in  the 
Schroeder  and  Matsui  bills  are  preferable  to  those  in  the  Administration  bill,  representing  a  more 
thought-out  approach  to  the  data  sought  to  be  gained  from  the  demonstrations.  For  example,  the 
Matsui  bill  authorizes  projects  in  six  states  compared  to  only  three  states  in  the  Administration  bill,  and 
requires  that  states  be  selected  based  on  distina  criteria  such  as  their  diverse  populations  and  differences 
in  their  child  suppon  guidelines.  In  addition,  in  the  Matsui  and  Schroeder  bills,  eligibility  for  inclusion 
in  tiie  demonstration  projects  is  better  linked  to  the  purpose  of  child  suppon  assurance  and  provides 
greater  protection  for  the  families  involved.  For  example,  in  the  Administration  bill  stales  have  the 
option  of  means-testing  benefits  ~  a  provision  that  does  not  appear  in  the  Matsui  and  Schroeder  bills 
because  it  is  inconsistent  with  the  universal  nature  of  child  support  assurance.  We  rccommeod  that 
the  Matsui  provisions,  as  the  most  comprehensive,  be  substituted  in  their  entirety  for  the 
Administration  provisioas. 


640 

Mr.  Levin.  Thank  you. 

With  your  indulgence,  might  I  call  on  Mr.  Richardson  who  I 
think  will  be  the  last  of  our  congressional  witnesses.  Mr.  Ford 
promised  that  they  would  be  able  to  testify  this  morning  since  they 
were  not  able  to  testify  yesterday  afternoon. 

We  appreciate  your  coming  back,  Mr.  Richardson,  and  are  look- 
ing forward  to  your  testimony. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  BILL  RICHARDSON,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  MEXICO 

Mr.  Richardson.  I  will  be  very  brief  because  that  is  how  I  think 
I  can  be  most  effective. 

As  you  know,  I  chair  the  Native  American  Affairs  Subcommittee 
and  I  will  focus  my  remarks  specific  to  the  needs  of  Indian  and 
Alaskan  Native  tribes  as  we  deal  with  welfare  reform  because  we 
will  most  likely  require  tribal- specific  provisions. 

In  order  for  a  person  on  welfare  to  become  truly  self-sufficient, 
which  is  the  primary  goal  of  welfare  reform,  a  program  of  intense 
case  management  and  support  services  is  oflen  required.  These 
needed  services  go  beyond  job  training  and  child  care.  In  order  to 
provide  these  type  of*^  services,  State  and  tribal  governments  are 
going  to  need  to  have  flexible  funds  that  can  be  shifted  to  address 
pressing  needs.  Indian  tribes  have  very  little,  if  any,  funding  avail- 
able for  such  services  and  the  Federal  Government's  primary  Fed- 
eral social  services  program,  which  is  the  $2.8  billion  title  XX  social 
services  block  grant,  provides  no  direct  funding  to  tribal  govern- 
ments. 

In  order  to  help  fill  the  void  of  social  services  funding  to  tribal 
governments,  I  would  recommend  the  language  of  H.R.  4162,  which 
I  have  introduced  with  three  members  of  your  subcommittee — Rep- 
resentatives Kopetski,  McDermott,  and  Brewster — and  we  hope  can 
be  incorporated  in  the  welfare  reform  legislation.  Our  bill,  which 
has  been  referred  to  Ways  and  Means,  is  very  simple.  It  would  pro- 
vide for  a  3-percent  allocation  of  title  XX  social  services  block  grant 
funds  to  be  provided  directly  to  tribal  governments  to  administer. 
As  you  know,  under  current  law,  title  XX  funds  are  provided  to 
State  and  territorial  governments,  but  not  to  tribal  governments. 

Our  proposal  is  consistent  with  the  purposes  of  welfare  reform, 
as  it  would  provide  tribes  with  crucial  tools  in  implementation  of 
welfare  reform;  second,  the  longstanding  Federal  policies  of  main- 
taining government-to-government  relationships  with  tribes  and 
furthering  Indian  self-determination  and  self-government,  prin- 
ciples endorsed  by  every  administration.  Republican  and  Democrat; 
third,  many  other  Federal  statutes  which  provide  direct  funding  to 
tribal  governments  to  administer. 

Provision  of  a  stable  source  of  social  services  funding  would  enor- 
mously help  in  the  ability  of  tribal  governments — whose  members 
are  the  most  poverty  stricken  of  all  people  in  this  country — to  make 
a  meaningful  difference  in  the  welfare  reform  effort. 

The  1990  census  shows  that  nationally  31  percent  of  Indian  peo- 
ple live  below  the  poverty  level,  the  absolute  highest  of  any  group 
of  people  reported  by  the  Census  Bureau,  but  the  national  Indian 
poverty  rate  is  but  an  average.  In  New  Mexico,  the  Indian  poverty 
rate  is  46  percent.  In  South  Dakota,  it  is  57  percent. 
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According  to  the  1990  census,  Indian  children  have  a  39-percent 
chance  of  being  in  poverty.  South  Dakota  has  the  highest  State 
poverty  rate  of  Indian  children,  63.3  percent.  Other  Indian  children 
State  poverty  rates  include  North  Dakota,  58  percent;  Nebraska, 
57;  Wyoming,  49;  Utah,  47;  Idaho,  40;  Washington,  37;  Oklahoma, 
34;  and  Oregon,  32. 

Many  Indian  families  also  experience  serious  challenges  just  to 
becoming  self-sufficient,  with  27.3  percent  of  Indian  families  head- 
ed by  women  with  no  husband  present  and  with  50  percent  of  those 
families  living  in  poverty. 

Mr.  Chairman,  thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  request 
that  this  amendment  that  Mr.  Kopetski  and  myself  and  other 
members  of  this  committee  have  initiated,  and  I  thank  you  for  your 
courtesies  in  allowing  me  to  interrupt  these  witnesses. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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STATEMENT  OF  CHAIRMAN  BILL  RICHARDSON 

SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  NATIVE  AMERICAN  AFFAIRS 

BEFORE  THE  SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 

July  27,  1994 

Regarding  Welfare  Reform 

Mr.  Chainnan  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity 
to  appear  before  you  today  regarding  welfare  reform  legislation.   As  Chairman  of  the 
Native  American  Affairs  Subcommittee,  I  will  focus  my  remarks  on  matters  specific  to 
the  needs  of  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  tribes.   Because  of  the  governmental  status  of 
Indian  and  Alaska  Native  tribes,  most  federal  legislation  ~  including  the  welfare  reform 
legislation  now  under  consideration  —  requires  tribal-specific  provisions. 

In  order  for  a  person  on  welfare  to  become  truly  self-sufficient  -  the  primary  goal 
of  welfare  reform  ~  a  program  of  intense  case  management  and  support  services  is  often 
required.  These  needed  services  go  beyond  job  training  and  child  care.   In  order  to 
provide  these  types  of  services,  state  and  tribal  govermnents  will  need  to  have  flexible 
funds  that  can  be  shifted  to  address  pressing  needs.   Indian  tribes  have  very  little,  if  any, 
funding  available  for  such  services,  and  the  federal  govenunent's  primary  federal  social 
services  program  ~  the  $2.8  billion  Title  XX  Social  Services  Block  Grant  ~  provides  no 
direct  funding  to  tribal  governments. 

In  order  to  help  fill  the  void  of  social  services  funding  to  tribal  governments  -  I 
recommend  that  the  language  of  H.R.  4162  which  was  introduced  by  three  members  of 
your  Subcommittee  --  Representatives  McDermott.  Brewster,  and  Kopetski  --  and  myself 
be  incorporated  into  the  welfare  reform  legislation.  Our  bill,  which  has  been  referred  to 
the  Ways  and  Means  Conmiittee,  is  very  simple.  It  would  provide  for  a  3%  allocation  of 
Title  XX  Social  Services  Block  Grant  funds  to  be  provided  directly  to  tribal  governments 
to  administer.  As  you  know,  under  current  law,  Title  XX  funds  are  provided  to  state  and 
territonal  governments,  but  not  to  tribal  governments. 

My  proposal  is  consistent  with: 

1)  the  purposes  of  welfare  reform,  as  it  would  provide  tribes  with  crucial  tools  in 
implementation  welfare  reform; 

2)  the  long-standing  Federal  policies  of  maintaining  govertunent-to-govemment 
relationships  with  Indian  tribes  and  furthering  Indian  self-determination  and 
self-govenmient,  principles  endorsed  by  every  Administration,  Kennedy  through  Clinton; 

3)  many  other  federal  statues  which  provide  direct  funding  to  tribal  governments 
to  administer.  A  few  examples  of  such  statutes  are: 

-Child  Care  and  Development  Block  Grant 

-  Job  Training  Partnership  Act 

~  Family  Preservation  and  Support  Act 

-  Community  Development  Block  Grant 
~  Older  Americans  Act 

-  Even  Start  Program 

-  Library  Services  and  Construction  Act 

-  HUD  Programs 

~  Vocational  Education 

-  Drug  Free  Schools  Program 
~  Head  Start 

~  a  variety  of  environmental  statues 
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A  soon-to-be  released  OfBce  of  Inspector  General  report  shows  that  of  the  24 
states  with  the  largest  Indian  populations,  only  4  of  those  states  (Arizona,  New  Mexico, 
Oregon,  South  Dakota)  provide  any  Title  XX  funding  to  tribes.   Only  3/10  of  1%  of 
those  24  states'  Title  XX  allocation  is  passed  through  to  tribes  and  only  32  of  the  537 
tribes  in  those  states  are  receiving  any  Title  XX  Funds. 

H.R.  4162  is  conceptually  consistent  with  the  Indian  JOBS  language  in  the 
Administration's  welfare  reform  bill,  H.R  4605,  which  also  takes  the  approach  of 
providing  an  allocation  off  the  top  of  the  JOBS  appropriation  and  providing  money 
directly  to  tribal  governments  to  administer.  For  this  reason,  we  are  hopeful  that  the 
Administration  will  support  the  addition  the  tribal  Title  XX  language  to  welfare  reform. 

Provision  of  a  stable  source  of  social  services  funding  would  help  enormously  in 
the  ability  of  tribal  governments  -  whose  members  are  the  most  pxjverty  stricken  of  all 
people  in  this  nation  -  to  make  a  meaningful  difference  in  the  welfare  reform  effort. 
The  1990  Census  shows  that  nationally  30.9%  of  Indian  people  are  below  the  poverty 
level,  the  absolute  highest  of  any  group  of  people  reported  by  the  Census  Bureau.  But 
the  national  Indian  poverty  rate  is  but  an  average  ~  in  New  Mexico  the  Indian  poverty 
rate  is  46%,  while  in  South  Dakota  it  is  57%. 

According  to  the  1990  Census,  Indian  children  have  a  38.8%  chance  of  being  in 
poverty.  South  Dakota  has  the  highest  state  poverty  rate  of  Indian  children  (63.3%). 
Other  Indian  children  state  poverty  rates  include  North  Dakota  (58.3%),  Nebraska 
(57%),  Wyoming  (49%),  Utah  (47.3%),  Idaho  (40.5%),  Washington  (37.7%),  Oklahoma 
(34.9%),  Oregon  (32.3%.).  Many  Indian  families  also  experience  serious  challenges  to 
becoming  self-sufficient,  with  27.3%  of  Indian  families  headed  by  women,  with  no 
husband  present,  and  with  50%  of  those  families  living  in  poverty. 

I  appreciate  the  Administration's  focus  on  helping  young  people  get  off  -  and 
hopefully,  never  get  on  ~  public  assistance,  as  the  key  to  long-term  welfare  reform.  In 
Indian  country,  there  is  an  enormous  need  in  this  regard.  A  key  feature  of  the 
Administration's  pending  welfare  reform  bill,  H.R.  4605,  is  its  focus  on  the  prevention  of 
teen  pregnancy.  This  is  but  another  area  in  which  tribes  -  who  do  not  currently  have 
funding  for  this  purpose  -  could  use  the  flexible  Title  XX  Social  Services  Block  Grant 
funds. 

While  the  focus  of  my  statement  is  on  the  need  to  provide  social  services  funding 
to  tribal  govenunents  so  that  they  may  have  a  meaningful  opportunity  to  truly  affect 
welfare  reform,  I  would  also  say  that  I  have  heeird  good  comments  about  the 
tribal-specific  JOBS  portion  of  H.R.  4605.  As  I  understand  it,  H.R.  4605  incorporates  a 
number  of  recommendations  of  tribal  leaders  and  tribal  JOBS  directors  -  it  would 
provide  a  tnlial  allocation  of  funds  directly  to  tribal  governments;  it  would  allow  for 
provision  of  service  to  all  Indian  people  (not  just  tribal  members)  in  a  tribe's  service 
area;  it  would  expand  the  mmiber  of  tribes  eligible  for  the  JOBS  program;  it  would  allow 
for  use  of  unobligated  JOBS  money;  and  it  would  provide  for  direct  child  care  funding. 

In  the  area  of  child  support  enforcement,  the  Administration's  welfare  reform  bill 
has  no  tribal  provisions.  Our  understanding  is  that  the  Administration  has  given  some 
study  to  this  issue,  but  not  resolved  how  to  legislatively  address  the  complex  tribal 
jurisdictional  issues  involved.   I  would  ask  that  our  committees  -  Human  Resources  and 
Native  American  Affairs  -  work  together  on  this  and  other  welfare  reform  issues  which 
directly  affect  Indian  and  Alaska  Native  people. 

Thank  you  for  your  consideration  of  my  request  that  the  amendment  to  the  Title 
XX  Social  Services  Block  Grant  introduced  as  H.R.  4162  by  Representatives  McDermott, 
Brewster,  Kopetski,  and  myself  be  enacted  into  law  as  part  of  welfare  reform  legislation. 


644 

Mr.  Levin.  Thank  you. 

Any  questions? 

Mr.  Kopetski.  Mr.  Santorum.  Mr.  Camp. 

Thank  you  very  much. 

Ms.  Newbille,  you  are  next. 

STATEMENT  OF  CYNTHIA  I.  NEWBILLE,  EXECUTIVE 
DIRECTOR,  NATIONAL  BLACK  WOMEN'S  HEALTH  PROJECT 

Ms.  Newbille.  Thank  you. 

The  National  Black  Women's  Health  Project  appreciates  the  op- 
portunity to  testify  before  the  House  Subcommittee  on  Ways  and 
Means  on  the  issue  of  welfare  reform.  We  believe  that  this  hearing 
will  provide  a  unique  opportunity  to  address  the  true  problems  as- 
sociated with  the  current  welfare  system  as  well  as  the  socio- 
economic problems  which  contribute  to  welfare  dependency. 

Problems  such  as  teen  pregnancy,  lack  of  adequate  and  effective 
birth  control  methods,  child  support  enforcement,  and  the  impact 
of  poverty  and  joblessness  in  the  black  community  are  all  areas 
which  must  be  addressed  during  this  hearing  if  serious  solutions 
to  welfare  dependency  are  to  be  considered. 

The  National  Black  Women's  Health  Project  believes  that  H.R. 
4605  takes  an  important  first  step  by  requiring  States  to  establish 
paternity  at  birth  for  all  children  born  out  of  wedlock.  We  believe 
that  it  is  imperative  for  States  to  utilize  every  means  necessary  to 
collect  child  support  payments  from  employed  fathers  after  pater- 
nity is  established.  However,  we  are  concerned  about  the  strict  re- 
quirements of  State  plans  regarding  paternity  establishment. 

Those  women  who  cannot  establish  paternity  for  reasons  deemed 
"lacking  in  good  cause"  will  be  subject  to  losing  receipt  of  their 
AFDC  benefits.  While  it  is  certainly  necessary  for  the  State  to  have 
information  about  fathers  to  establish  paternity  and  enforce  child 
support  payments,  consideration  must  be  given  to  those  women 
who  do  not  wish  to  establish  contact  with  the  father.  We  believe 
that  any  punitive  measures  which  force  women  to  offer  information 
on  the  father  or  risk  losing  their  benefits  is  unacceptable. 

NBWHP  would  recommend  that  States  strongly  encourage 
women  receiving  AFDC  to  help  establish  paternity  and  to  identify 
the  father.  However,  there  should  not  be  a  two-tier  system  of  child 
support  enforcement  requirements  for  women  who  are  receiving 
welfare  benefits  and  those  who  are  not. 

We  are  also  concerned  that  there  are  no  mechanisms  in  which 
to  provide  for  child  support  payment  when  the  State  fails  to  collect. 
While  the  State  may  be  able  to  establish  paternity  and  identify  the 
father,  in  a  majority  of  cases  the  State  will  not  be  able  to  collect 
child  support  payments  because  of  unemployment.  This  will  be  par- 
ticularly true  for  African-Americans. 

Child  support  enforcement  measures  such  as  the  revocation  of 
professional,  occupational,  and  drivers'  licenses  and  an  expanded 
use  of  credit  reporting  to  make  delinquent  fathers  pay  support,  will 
be  largely  ineffective  in  the  black  community.  Moreover,  these  poli- 
cies may  actually  have  a  deleterious  effect  on  securing  future  child 
support  payments. 

We  believe  that  the  answers  to  these  problems  lie  in  enacting  a 
comprehensive  job  creation  strategy.  Moreover,  a  Federal  program 
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which  ensures  that  all  families  receive  an  annual  income  that  is 
above  the  Federal  poverty  level  would  enable  people  to  move  up 
and  out  of  poverty.  A  guaranteed  annual  income  as  recommended 
by  the  National  Welfare  Rights  Union  would  accomplish  this  goal. 

The  National  Black  Women's  Health  Project  would  advocate  pro- 
vision of  child  support  benefits  by  the  government  if  the  State  fails 
to  collect  from  the  noncustodial  parent  or  if  the  award  is  less  than 
a  government  prescribed  minimum. 

Finally,  the  administration's  plan  does  not  address  continuation 
of  health  benefits  of  children  if  child  support  payments  bring  the 
family's  income  above  eligibility  for  receipt  of  benefits.  We  believe 
that  continuation  of  health  care  benefits  is  an  essential  component 
of  welfare  reform.  Provision  of  child  support  payments  should  not 
affect  the  family's  eligibility  status  for  Medicaid  or  receipt  of  any 
health  care  services. 

NBWHP  is  concerned  about  other  provisions  in  the  administra- 
tion's proposal  that  we  believe  are  punitive  and  will  have  a  prohibi- 
tive effect  on  the  lives  of  women  and  children  receiving  AFDC  ben- 
efits. The  administration  has  placed  an  emphasis  on  encouraging 
parental  responsibility,  however,  we  believe  that  proposed  family 
caps  have  the  exact  opposite  effect.  Under  H.R.  4605,  States  would 
have  the  option  of  enacting  policies  that  would  deny  benefits  to 
women  who  have  additional  children  while  receiving  welfare  bene- 
fits. We  strongly  oppose  this  provision. 

Child  exclusion  policies  or  family  caps  do  not  encourage  parental 
responsibility.  Thev  hurt  the  children  of  already  impoverished  fam- 
ilies by  denying  them  essential  benefits.  Child  exclusion  policies 
are  no  more  than  coercive  measures  in  which  to  control  the  repro- 
ductive freedom  of  women  who  are  welfare  recipients  by  denying 
their  newborn  children  additional  benefits. 

Women,  regardless  of  their  economic  status,  often  become  preg- 
nant while  taking  every  precaution  available  to  them.  Accordingly, 
women  who  receive  AFDC  benefits  should  not  be  denied  the  same 
rights  guaranteed  to  most  other  women  in  America,  the  freedom  to 
have  complete  autonomy  in  making  family  planning  decisions. 

A  lack  of  child  support  payments  results  in  the  impoverishment 
of  many  black  women  and  their  families.  While  we  need  laws 
which  will  ensure  that  noncustodial  fathers  who  can  pay  do  so,  we 
also  need  to  focus  on  creating  jobs  in  our  communities  that  will 
allow  women  and  men  to  support  their  children. 

In  addition,  poor  women  must  be  afforded  the  same  options  guar- 
anteed to  other  women,  the  option  to  make  childbearing  decisions 
without  government  intrusion  and  the  option  to  have  at  least  the 
minimum  resources  necessary  to  support  a  family.  The  debate  on 
welfare  reform  presents  the  opportunity  to  address  all  of  these  is- 
sues. However,  we  cannot  allow  under  the  guise  of  welfare  reform 
for  poor  women  to  be  made  the  scapegoat  for  America's  societal  ills. 
Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  CYNTHIA  I.  NEWBILLE,  EXECUTIVE  DIRECTOR 
NATIONAL  BLACK  WOMEN'S  HEALTH  PROJECT 


PARENTAL  RESPONSIBILITY 


I  am  Cynthia  Newbille,  Executive  Director  of  the  National  Black  Women's  Health 
Project  (NBWHP).    Thank  you  for  inviting  me  to  testify  today. 

The  NBWHP  is  a  self  help  and  health  advocacy  organization  that  is  committed  to 
improving  the  overall  health  status  of  Black  women.  The  NBWHP  provides  wellness  education 
and  services,  self-help  group  development  and  public  education  for  African  American  women 
and  their  families. 

The  NBWHP  appreciates  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the  House  Subcommittee  on 
Human  Resources  on  the  issue  of  "Welfare  Reform."  We  believe  that  this  hearing  will  provide 
a  unique  opportunity  to  address  the  true  problems  associated  with  the  current  welfare  system  as 
well  as  the  socioeconomic  problems  which  contribute  to  welfare  dependency. 

Problems  such  as  teen  pregnancy,  lack  of  adequate  and  effective  birth  control  methods, 
child  support  enforcement  and  the  impact  of  joblessness  m  the  Black  community  are  all  areas 
which  must  be  addressed  during  this  hearing  if  serious  solutions  to  welfare  dependency  are  to 
be  considered. 

While  there  are  a  host  of  state  and  federal  subsidies  for  almost  all  segments  of  society, 
there  is  a  vehement  and  malicious  focus  on  the  benefits  received  by  low-income  women  a  nd 
children.  The  federal  government  provides  tax  incentive  on  mortgages  for  middle-income 
earners,  subsidizes  tobacco  farmers  to  produce  a  substance  that  will  cost  the  country  billions  in 
health  care  costs,  and  bails  out  corporations  that  have  recklessly  disobeyed  the  law.  While  there 
does  not  seem  to  be  a  public  outcry  against  these  types  of  "benefits",  money  for  food  and  other 
necessities  for  the  poor  are  often  looked  upon  as  "handouts." 

The  years  of  anti-poor  anti-welfare  rhetoric  have  had  a  devastating  effect  on  the  public's 
perception  of  women  who  receive  welfare  benefits.  African  American  women  have  largely 
borne  the  brunt  of  these  misperceptions.  As  an  organization  representing  the  interests  of 
women  who  are  disproportionatly  poor  and  therefore  primarily  affected  by  pending  welfare 
reform  legislation,  we  believe  it  is  imperative  that  the  views  of  Black  women  be  represented  at 
any  hearing  regarding  welfare  reform  legislation. 

While  the  NBWHP  would  like  to  commend  the  Administration  on  its  efforts  to  bring 
public  attention  issue  of  "welfare  reform",  we  are  concerned  that  certain  provisions  in  the 
President's  welfare  reform  proposal  are  punitive  towards  women.  We  certainly  agree  that  must 
be  an  intensive  overhaul  of  the  welfare  system,  however,  the  NBWHP  believes  that  any  measure 
proposed  by  Congress  must  seek  to  ensure  the  best  interests  of  women  and  their  children. 

Child  Support  and  Paternity  Establishment 

Welfare  reform  should  place  an  emphasis  on  lifting  women  out  of  poverty.  Recent 
poverty  statistics  indicate  that  a  large  percentage  of  Black  women  and  their  families  live  below 
the  poverty  level.  These  statistics  confirm  that  African  American  women  are  over  represented 
among  those  living  in  poverty  and  as  a  result  are  disproportionately  represented  among  those 
receiving  welfare  benefits. 

This  high  rate  of  poverty  among  women  and  women-maintained  households  can  largely 
be  attributed  to  sexual  and  racial  discrimination  against  women,  their  inability  to  find  or  maintain 
full-time  employment,  pay  inequity  and  a  lack  of  fmancial  support  from  fathers.  These  problems 
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full-time  employment,  pay  inequity  and  a  lack  of  financial  support  from  fathers.  These  problems 
are  particularly  significant  among  African-Americans. 

Any  welfare  reform  package  passed  by  Congress  must  address  the  underlying  cause  of 
welfare  dependency  such  as  poverty  and  joblessness.  A  comprehensive  job  creation  strategy  as 
well  as  ensuring  the  provision  of  child  support  is  necessary  in  order  to  achieve  this  goal. 

The  NBWHP  believes  that  the  H.R.  4605  takes  an  important  first  step  by  requiring  states 
to  establish  paternity  at  birth  for  all  children  bom  out  of  wedlock.  We  believe  that  it  is 
imperative  for  states  to  utilize  every  means  necessary  to  collect  child  support  payments  from 
employed  fathers  after  paternity  is  established.  However,  the  NBWHP  is  concerned  about  the 
strict  requirements  for  state  plans  regarding  paternity  establishment. 

Those  women  who  cannot  establish  paternity  for  reasons  deemed  "lacking  in  good  cause" 
will  be  subject  to  losing  receipt  of  their  AFDC  benefits.  While  it  is  certainly  necessary  for  the 
state  to  have  information  about  putative  fathers  to  establish  paternity  and  enforce  child  support 
payments,  consideration  must  be  given  to  those  women  who  do  not  wish  to  establish  contact  with 
the  father.  We  believe  that  any  punitive  measures  which  force  women  to  offer  information  on 
the  father  or  risk  losing  their  benefits  is  unacceptable. 

This  is  particularly  discriminatory  against  poor  women,  since  it  is  only  required  of 
women  who  are  receiving  AFDC  benefits.  It  is  voluntary  for  all  other  women  whose  child 
support  awards  are  being  enforced  by  the  state.  The  NBWHP  would  recommend  that  states 
strongly  encourage  women  receiving  AFDC  to  help  establish  paternity  and  identify  the  putative 
father.  There  should  not  be  a  two-tiered  system  of  child  support  enforcement  requirements  for 
women  who  are  receiving  welfare  benefits  and  those  who  are  not. 

The  NBWHP  is  also  concerned  that  there  are  no  mechanisms  in  which  to  provide  for 
child  support  payment  when  the  state  fails  to  collect.  While  the  state  may  be  able  to  establish 
paternity  and  identify  the  putative  father,  in  a  majority  of  cases  the  state  will  not  be  able  to 
collect  child  support  payments  because  of  unemployment.  This  is  particularly  true  for  African 
Americans. 

The  Administration's  child  support  enforcement  provisions  are  largely  based  on  the 
assumption  that  fathers  will  be  employed  once  paternity  is  established.  Child  support 
enforcement  measures  such  as  the  revocation  of  professional,  occupation  and  drivers'  licenses 
and  an  expanded  use  of  credit  reporting  to  make  delinquent  fathers  pay  support,  will  be  largely 
ineffective  in  the  African  American  community.  Moreover,  these  policies  may  actually  have  a 
deleterious  effect  on  securing  future  child  support  payments. 

According  to  the  Department  of  Labor  almost  10%  of  Black  men  over  the  age  of  20  are 
unemployed.  For  Black  men  16-19  years  of  age,  the  unemployment  rate  is  40%.  The 
unemployment  figures  for  Black  men  have  steady  increased  for  the  past  10  years. 

Also,  Black  men  are  ranked  second  lowest  in  annual  income  earnings  —  directly  above 
Black  women.  The  Administration's  recommendations  to  garnishee  the  wages  of  delinquent 
fathers  could  have  the  effect  of  reducing  the  incentive  for  men,  who  are  already  earn  very  little, 
to  remain  employed.  Moreover,  if  these  fathers  are  supporting  more  than  one  household,  this 
policy  will  simply  switch  the  low  income  level  of  one  family  to  the  other. 

H.R.  4605  would  allow  states  to  allocate  up  to  10  percent  of  their  JOBS  and  WORK 
funds  for  programs  for  non-custodial  parents.  The  bill  would  also  allow  non-custodial  parents 
with  delinquent  child  support  payments  to  work  off  what  they  owe.  While  the  NBWHP  certainly 
would  support  this  measure  over  the  more  punitive  measures  such  as  wage  garnishment,  and 
license  revocations,  we  believe  that  the  answers  to  these  problems  lie  in  enacting  a 
comprehensive  job  creation  strategy. 

Moreover,  a  federal  program  which  ensures  that  all  families  receive  an  annual  income 
that  is  above  the  federal  poverty  level  would  enable  people  to  move  up  and  out  of  poverty.  A 
Guaranteed  Annual  Income,  as  recommended  by  the  National  Welfare  Rights  Union  would 
accomplish  this  goal.  The  NBWHP  would  also  advocate  provision  of  child  support  benefits  by 
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the  government  if  the  state  fails  to  collect  from  the  noncustodial  parent  or  if  the  award  is  less 
than  a  government  prescribed  minimum. 

Finally,  the  Administration's  plan  does  not  address  continuation  of  health  benefits  for 
children  if  child  support  payments  bring  the  family's  income  above  eligibility  for  receipt  of 
benefits.  The  NBWHP  believes  that  continuation  of  health  care  benefits  is  an  essential 
component  of  welfare  reform.  Provision  of  child  support  payments  should  not  affect  the 
families  eligibility  status  for  Medicaid  or  receipt  of  any  health  care  services. 

Family  Caps 

The  NBWHP  is  concerned  about  other  provisions  in  the  Administration's  proposal  that 
we  believe  will  have  a  prohibitive  affect  on  the  lives  of  women  and  children  receiving  AFDC 
benefits.  The  Administration  has  placed  an  emphasis  on  encouraging  parental  responsibility, 
however,  we  believe  that  proposed  "family  caps"  have  the  exact  opposite  effect.  Under  H.R. 
4605  states  would  have  the  option  of  enacting  policies  that  would  deny  benefits  to  women  who 
have  additional  children  while  receiving  welfare  benefits.  The  NBWHP  strongly  opposes  this 
provision. 

Child  exclusion  policies  or  "family  caps"  do  not  encourage  parental  responsibility.  They 
hurt  the  children  of  already  impoverished  families  by  denying  them  essential  benefits. 
Moreover,  these  policies  are  based  on  the  erroneous  conclusion  that  women  have  additional 
children  to  receive  an  increase  in  AFDC  benefits. 

Child  exclusion  policies  are  no  more  than  coercive  measures  in  which  to  control  the 
reproductive  freedom  of  women  who  are  welfare  recipients  by  denying  their  newborn  children 
additional  benefits.  To  suggest  that  any  woman  would  have  a  child  to  receive  an  additional  $30- 
100  per  month  in  AFDC  benefits  is  ridiculous.  This  minimal  amount  of  money  is  not  enough 
to  support  a  child,  and  it  is  certainly  not  an  incentive  to  have  one. 

This  policy  also  suggests  that  women  who  receive  welfare  benefits  are  more  likely  to 
have  children  while  receiving  welfare  benefits.  This  is  also  untrue.  Studies  have  indicated  that 
women  on  welfare  are  less  likely  to  get  pregnant  than  non-recipients. 

The  NBWHP  believes  that  this  provision  is  particularly  disturbing  since  it  coerces 
family  planning  decisions.  Recent  welfare  reform  measures  at  the  state  level  have  begun  to  offer 
incentives  for  certain  contraceptive  choices.  Moreover,  it  tacitly  coerces  women  on  AFDC  to 
obtain  abortions  since  newborn  children  will  not  be  eligible  for  AFDC  benefits. 

Women,  regardless  of  their  economic  status,  often  become  pregnant  while  taking  every 
precaution  available  to  them.  Accordingly,  women  who  receive  AFDC  benefits  should  not  be 
denied  the  same  rights  guaranteed  to  most  other  women  in  America  -  the  freedom  to  have 
complete  autonomy  in  making  family  planning  decisions. 

Conclusion 

A  lack  of  child  support  payments  results  in  the  impoverishment  of  many  African 
American  women  and  their  families.  While  we  need  laws  which  will  ensure  that  non-custodial 
fathers  who  can  pay  do,  we  also  need  to  focus  on  creating  jobs  in  our  communities  that  will 
allow  women  and  men  to  support  their  children.  In  addition,  poor  women  must  be  afforded  the 
same  options  guaranteed  to  other  women  -  the  option  to  take  care  of  their  children  by  staying 
at  home  if  they  so  choose,  the  option  to  make  childbearing  decisions  without  the  intrusion  of  the 
government  and  the  option  to  have  at  least  the  minimal  resources  in  which  to  support  a  family. 
Debate  on  welfare  reform  presents  the  opportunity  to  address  all  of  these  issues.  However,  we 
can  not  allow  poor  women  to  become  a  scapegoat  for  Americas  societal  ills  under  the  guise  of 
"welfare  reform". 
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Mr.  Levin.  Thank  you  very  much. 
Mr.  Ballard. 

STATEMENT  OF  CHARLES  AUGUSTUS  BALLARD,  FOUNDER 
AND  PRESIDENT,  NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  FOR  RESPONSIBLE 
FATHERHOOD  AND  FAMILY  DEVELOPMENT 

Mr.  Ballard.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Someone  has  said  in 
the  war  of  the  elephants  the  CTass  suffers.  I  think  that  in  the  war 
of  the  adults  and  the  parents  the  children  are  the  true  losers. 

My  comments  today  are  more  about  welfare  transformation  as 
opposed  to  just  simply  keeping  the  same  system  and  making  some 
alterations.  My  work  is  with  fathers  in  particular.  For  the  last  20 
years  I  have  been  working  with  young  fathers  and  we  have  gotten 
some  great  results  out  of  that.  I  began  this  work  in  the  early  seven- 
ties and  continued  with  my  research  until  1978.  What  I  concluded 
after  2  years  of  working  with  over  400  fathers  was  that  fathers 
care  about  their  children,  and  when  there  are  services  that  support 
them  being  involved  they  will  come  forth. 

Although  all  children  are  affected  by  fathers  of  all  races,  my 
work  is  particularly  dealing  with  African  fathers.  I  use  the  word 
"African"  in  exchange  for  the  word  "black"  or  "Negro." 

In  1950,  the  African  community  had  a  9-percent  rate  of  female 
head  of  households.  Those  rates  more  than  tripled  in  1960  to  33 
percent.  By  1990,  over  two-thirds  of  the  children  born  to  our  com- 
munity were  to  single  young  mothers.  So  there  was  an  escalating 
situation  taking  place  which  meant  more  and  more  welfare  recipi- 
ents. 

It  seems  as  though  the  issue  of  fatherlessness  started  in  the  six- 
ties and  escalated  to  the  nineties.  It  is  reported  that  the  Caucasian 
male  life  expectancy  is  up  to  75  years  of  age.  African  fathers  have 
the  only  decreasing  life  expectancy  of  all  races.  Not  only  do  we 
have  imprisonment  of  fathers,  not  onlv  do  we  have  the  death  of  fa- 
thers, but  we  have  increasing  death  due  to  drug  addiction,  cancer, 
homicide,  AIDS.  So  as  fathers  are  affected,  so  is  the  rest  of  the 
family.  More  children  will  go  to  bed  tonight  in  a  fatherless  home 
than  ever  before  in  this  Nation's  history. 

An  article  written  by  Nancy  Gibbs  shows  that  fatherlessness  con- 
tributes to  the  growing  crime,  drug,  school  failure,  and  depression 
rates  on  the  part  of  children.  Another  study  found  that  most  of  the 
juveniles  in  the  detention  homes  came  from  fatherless  homes.  Ac- 
cording to  a  recent  study  released  July  19,  1994,  between  1983  and 
1993,  out-of-wedlock  births  increased  more  than  7  percent,  and  27 
percent  of  all  children  under  the  age  of  18  live  with  a  mother  who 
has  never  married.  The  report  goes  on  to  say  that  there  were 
243,000  children  living  in  one-parent  homes  in  1960.  That  number 
climbed  to  6.3  million  in  1993. 

The  welfare  bill  seems  to  be  heavy  with  admission  of  the  father 
on  child  support  which  is  taking  a  punitive  approach  to  getting  fa- 
thers involved.  Our  program  has  shown  after  10  years  of  working 
with  fathers  that  when  fathers  are  connected  with  their  children 
from  a  nurturing  standpoint,  a  loving  relationship,  these  men,  ac- 
cording to  Dr.  Nixon,  pay  child  support  to  the  tune  of  97  percent 
without  being  forced.  They  do  it  voluntarily  once  they  connect  with 
their  children. 
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If  we  are  going  to  develop  a  nation  that  is  safe  for  all  of  us,  it 
must  be  safe  for  children  and  their  families.  The  fatherless  syn- 
drome has  an  extremely  negative  impact  on  fathers,  mothers,  and 
children.  The  female  head  of  household  may  be  a  very  uncomfort- 
able environment  where  fathers  are  not  providing  for  their  fami- 
lies. Fathers  disconnected  from  their  families  have  higher  rates  of 
violence  and  criminality.  The  lifestyle  of  fathers  disconnected  from 
their  children,  they  are  likely  to  be  involved  in  accidents,  homicide, 
and  to  commit  suicide.  They  tend  to  abuse  dnigs,  alcohol,  and  have 
other  psychiatric  problems. 

The  Honorable  Janet  Reno  stated  in  April  1993,  "what  we  have 
here  is  a  child  bearing  a  child  and  America  in  the  last  30  or  40 
years  has  neglected  its  children."  She  went  on  to  say,  "the  most  im- 
portant thing  is  that  you  should  be  old  enough,  wise  enough,  and 
able  enough  to  care  for  children  before  you  bring  them  into  the 
world.  We  have  to  give  parents  support  in  this  area."  She  closed 
her  remarks  by  saying  "the  Bible  says  it  best  in  the  last  two  verses 
of  the  Old  Testament  from  the  book  of  Malachi:  And  behold,  I  will 
send  Elijah  in  the  last  days  and  he  shall  turn  the  hearts  of  fathers 
to  their  children  and  the  hearts  of  children  to  their  fathers."  Wil- 
liam Raspberry  says  that  the  "daily  effect  of  the  absent  father  is 
affecting  everything  from  school  failure  to  crime."  He  goes  on  to 
say,  "restoring  responsible  fatherhood  might  do  more  than  the  next 
best  20  things  to  give  children  a  better  chance." 

We  discovered  that  when  we  provide  services  to  fathers  they  fin- 
ish school,  they  get  their  GED,  12  percent  went  to  college. 

Let  me  just  close  by  reading  to  you  a  letter  from  a  mother  who 
we  have  been  working  with  here  in  the  District  of  Columbia.  She 
says,  "I  really  and  truly  respect  the  work  that  you  do.  I  have  done 
more  serious  searching  and  have  come  up  with  the  following  solu- 
tions. As  you  have  said,  most  of  the  problems  encountered  by  fa- 
thers are  the  mothers  who  reluctantly  let  their  children  stay  in- 
volved with  their  father's  life.  So  on  your  advice" — this  young  lady's 
child's  father  is  in  prison.  His  name  is  Charles  and  the  child's 
name  is  Charles  as  well — "on  your  advice  I  have  been  taking  little 
Charles  to  see  his  father.  You  know,  it  was  not  as  bad  as  I  imag- 
ined. To  see  little  Charles'  face  light  up  when  he  saw  his  father 
was  all  the  therapy  that  I  needed.  Because  I  did  not  make  Charles 
by  myself,  I  am  now  from  this  day  forward  going  to  do  everything 
I  can  to  include  big  Charles  in  the  life  of  his  child,  as  we  both  have 
agreed  we  are  going  to  reestablish  our  friendship  and  move  on  with 
our  lives  for  our  child." 

I  want  to  give  you  a  personal  experience  because  I  think  that  will 
help  to  drive  home  the  point.  Before  I  do  that,  in  1890,  former 
slaves  with  no  marketable  skills,  with  no  education,  with  no  afford- 
able housing,  with  no  health  insurance,  had  a  higher  rate  of  mar- 
riage than  all  other  race  groups  in  this  country.  Think  about  that. 
No  jobs,  no  education,  no  housing,  and  yet  marriage  and  family 
was  more  important  to  those  men  than  anything  else. 

I  hear  talk  about  jobs  and  about  housing  and  health  care,  but  the 
children  are  crying  for  their  fathers.  Someone  must  listen  to  that 
and  I  believe  that  if  we  concentrate  more  on  fathers  from  a  respon- 
sible, loving,  compassionate  standpoint,  we  will  get  more  child  sup- 
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port,  guys  going  back  to  school,  and  we  have  found  our  guys  found 
jobs  on  their  own. 

Let  me  share  a  personal  experience.  I  grew  up  without  my  father 
in  Alabama.  In  1959,  I  was  wrongfully  convicted  of  a  crime  I  did 
not  commit  in  Greorgia.  I  didn't  finish  high  school,  I  was  in  the 
Armed  Forces.  I  was  kicked  out  of  the  Armed  Forces  and  sent  to 
prison.  While  in  prison  I  came  face  to  face  with  Grod  and  realized 
that  my  problem  was  lack  of  spirituality  and  I  turned  my  heart  to- 
ward God  and  I  went  home  after  prison — I  had  a  son  5V2  years  old 
that  I  had  abandoned  when  the  girl  told  me  she  was  pregnant.  I 
adopted  my  son  and  I  began  to  raise  him.  I  didn't  have  a  high 
school  education,  I  had  a  prison  record,  and  I  was  kicked  out  of  the 
Army.  I  could  not  get  security  clearance.  But  against  all  odds,  in 
the  South  and  in  Alabama,  at  a  time  when  racism  was  at  it  worst, 
I  found  menial  jobs.  I  washed  dishes  and  scrubbed  floors,  whatever 
it  took  to  get  my  son.  As  a  result  of  that,  what  has  happened  since 
is  I  have  a  masters  degree  today.  My  son  is  grown  and  has  four 
children.  He  is  married,  never  had  alcohol  in  his  body  nor  ciga- 
rettes nor  drugs,  because  the  model  that  I  gave  him  in  love  and  af- 
fection changed  his  life. 

In  the  last  10  years  we  have  served  over  2,250  fathers  in  Cleve- 
land with  tremendous  results  and  we  believe  that  a  major  part  of 
this  bill  should  not  be  just  more  money  for  the  mother  but  to  get 
the  father  involved  from  a  loving,  compassionate  standpoint. 

I  am  going  to  make  several  recommendations  to  you.  We  believe 
that  10  percent  of  all  the  dollars  spent  on  human  services  for  fe- 
males should  be  given  to  develop  programs,  that  is,  one,  home- 
based  services,  and  parent  services  for  fathers.  Two,  we  feel  that 
Congress  and  the  executive  branch  should  develop  ads  on  television 
and  radio  that  will  portray  responsible  fatherhood.  Three,  we  be- 
lieve that  programs  for  fathers  should  be  developed  in  prison  be- 
cause we  are  seeing  more  fathers  going  to  prison  and  becoming  dis- 
connected from  their  families;  so  oy  having  programs  in  prison  to 
train  fathers  to  stay  involved  with  their  families  we  can  alleviate 
those  kinds  of  problems.  Finally,  we  believe  that  unless  this  Nation 
turns  the  hearts  of  fathers  to  their  children,  we  are  going  to  get 
more  of  the  same.  Someone  has  said  by  the  year  2000  over  80  per- 
cent of  the  children  bom  to  the  African  community  will  be  to  single 
young  mothers.  We  will  need  more  prisons,  more  drug  programs, 
more  psychiatric  clinics,  but  if  we  turn  the  hearts  of  fathers  to 
their  children  today,  we  will  see  them  leaving  those  problems  and 
providing  a  safe  environment  for  our  children.  Thank  you  very 
much. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  CHARLES  AUGUSTUS  BALLARD 

NATIONAL  INSTITUTE  FOR  RESPONSIBLE  FATHERHOOD  AND  FAMILY 

DEVELOPMENT 

Good  Morning  Chairman  Ford  and  Members  of  the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources: 

My  name  is  Charles  A.  Ballard,  I  am  the  Founder/President  of  The  National  Institute  For 
Responsible  Fatherhood  And  Family  Development. 

I  began  my  work  with  fathers  back  in  1976  and  continued  my  research  to  1978.  During 
that  period,  I  interviewed  more  than  400  fathers  in  groups  and  one-to-one  settings.  I  concluded 
that  in  order  to  successfully  impact  the  growing  pathological  conditions  of  the  family, 
comprehensive  services  must  be  provided  to  the  father. 

In  1978, 1  began  working  directly  with  fathers  and  continue  that  work  today.  Although  my 
early  work  showed  that  fathers  of  all  ages  and  races  impact  the  life  of  their  children,  most  of  my 
work  was  with  African  fathers.  My  comments  will  be  concentrated  largely  on  African  fathers  and 
their  families. 

In  1950,  the  African  community  had  a  9%  female  head  of  household  rate.  The  Caucasian 
community  had  a  rate  of  3%.  In  1976,  when  I  began  my  research  with  fathers,  the  rate  for  the 
African  community  had  more  than  tripled  to  33%.  In  1990,  neariy  70%  of  all  babies  born  to  the 
African  community  were  to  single  young  mothers.  In  the  Caucasian  community  these  figures  had 
reached  20%.  It  seems  as  ihough  fatherlessness  began  in  the  sixties  and  escalated  in  the  eighties 
and  nineties.  Although  all  races  are  affected  by  this  phenomenon,  the  African  family  seems  to  fair 
the  worst.  It  was  reported  that  the  Caucasian  male's  life  expectancy  has  reached  to  neariy  75 
years.  However,  due  to  homicide  (the  number  one  killer  of  African  fathers  age  15-30),  heart 
disease,  cancer,  suicide,  infant  mortality,  drug  and  alcohol  usage,  and  AIDS  the  African  male  has 
the  fastest  decreasing  life  expectancy  of  any  other  race.  As  the  father  goes,  so  does  his  family. 

"More  children  will  go  to  sleep  tonight  in  a  fatherless  home,  than  ever  before  in  this 
nation's  history."  The  article,  written  by  Nancy  R.  Gibbs,  agrees  that  the  absence  of  responsible 
fatherhood  contributes  to  the  growing  problems  of  crime,  drug  abuse,  depression  and  school 
failure.  Other  studies  found  that  70%  of  all  juveniles  in  state  reform  institutions  came  from 
fatherless  homes  and  another  25%  came  from  homes  where  fathers  were  not  responsible, 
compassionate  and  respectful.  Children  who  come  from  fatherless  homes  are  nearly  twice  as 
likely  as  those  in  two-parent  homes  to  drop-out  of  school. 

According  to  a  recent  report  released  by  the  Census  Bureau  on  July  19,  1994;  "Between 
1983  and  1993,  out-of-wedlock  births  increased  by  more  than  70%  and  27%  of  all  children  under 
the  age  of  eighteen,  live  with  a  single  parent  who  had  never  married."  The  report  goes  on  to 
further  indicate  that;  "There  were  243,00  children  living  in  one-parent  homes  in  1960,  that 
number  has  climbed  to  6.3  million  in  1993.  Although  this  statistic  is  reflected  in  all  families  and 
all  races,  the  report  revealed  that  nearly  60%  of  African  children  live  in  one-parent  homes  who 
have  never  married,  compared  to  21%  of  Caucasian  children  and  32%  of  Hispanic  children. 

Although  the  Welfare  Bill  is  heavy  on  the  father  in  terms  of  his  support,  that  support  is 
only  financial.  There  is  no  indication  given  in  this  Bill  that  a  conversation  will  established  around 
fathers  spending  nurturing  and  loving  time  with  their  children.  Without  a  serious  attempt  to 
include  fathers  in  the  upbringing  of  their  children  from  infant  on,  no  reform  bill  can  be  taken 
seriously.  A  true  welfare  reform  bill  will  seek  to  create  safe  environments  for  all. 


"The  character  of  children  are  their  fathers" 
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If  we  are  to  develop  a  safe  nation  for  all,  then  we  must  develop  safe  communities.  Safe 
communities  come  from  strong  families.  Strong  families  come  from  a  father  and  mother  working 
together  at  being  the  best  role  models  for  their  children  to  learn  how-to-live.  It  has  been  said, 
that;  "The  greatest  deterrent  to  foreign  aggression  is  not  the  mass  production  of  guns,  bullets  and 
missiles,  but  well-ordered  loving  families." 

The  fatherlessness  syndrome  has  an  extremely  negative  impact  on  children,  mothers  and 
fathers  alike.  The  female  headed  household  may  be  a  very  uncomfortable  and  unfulfilling 
environment.  Fathers  that  are  positively  involved  with  their  children  are  more  secure  and 
responsible.  Conversely,  fathers  disconnected  from  families  have  higher  rates  of  violence  and 
criminality. 

The  lifestyle  of  fathers  disconnected  from  their  families  are  several  times  more  likely  to  be 
involved  in  accidents,  become  the  victim  of  homicide  or  commit  suicide.  These  fathers  tend  to 
abuse  drugs,  drink  more  heavily,  are  more  likely  to  succumb  to  chronic  disease  and  are  committed 
for  psychiatric  treatment  more  often.  In  addition,  fathers  with  no  family  involvement  work  less 
and  earn  much  less  than  those  fathers  who  are  involved.  No  other  issue  has  impacted  the  family 
in  such  a  detrimental  manner  asfatherlessness.  At  no  time  has  the  African  family  been  in  such 
jeopardy  and  disarray. 

The  Honorable  Janet  Reno,  U.S.  Attorney  General,  made  the  following  comments  on  April 
18,  1993;  "What  we  have  is  a  child  and  her  family  and  how  we  as  a  nation  focus  on  that  child  and 
that  family  and  children  and  families  throughout  America,  is  part  of  a  deeper  problem  in  our 
society,  that  for  the  last  30  or  40  years,  Ainerica  has  forgotten  and  neglected  its  children."  She 
went  on  to  say;  "The  most  important  thing  is  that  you  should  be  old  enough,  wise  enough  and 
financially  able  enough  to  take  care  of  children  before  you  bring  them  into  the  world.  We  have  to 
give  support  to  parents,  understanding  that  the  best  institution  for  caring  for  children,  for 
nurturing  them,  for  giving  them  a  strong  and  healthy  environment,  is  the  family."  She  closes  her 
remarks  with  the  following;  "The  Bible  says  it  best,  in  the  last  two  versus  of  the  Old  Testament, 
from  the  book  of  Malachi:  And  behold,  I  shall  send  the  prophet  Elijah  before  the  coming  of  the 
great  and  dreadful  day  of  the  Lord  and  he  shall  turn  the  heart  of  the  fathers  to  their  children  and 
the  heart  of  the  children  to  their  fathers,  lest  I  come  and  smite  the  earth  with  a  curse." 

William  Raspberry,  the  Washington  Post  columnist,  agrees  by  addressing  the  "deadly 
effects  of  father  absence  on  everything  from  school  failure  to  crime."  He  further  stated  that; 
"Restoring  fatherhood  might  do  more  than  the  20  next  best  things  we  could  think  of,  to  give  our 
children  the  chance  they  deserve." 

The  influence  of  ill-regulated  families  is  widespread  and  disastrous  to  all  of  society.  It 
accumulates  in  a  tide  of  woe  that  affects  other  families,  communities  and  governments.  Some  of 
the  effects  thatfatherlessness  is  producing  are: 

•  Children  without  their  fathers;  in  Juvenile  Court 

•  Children  without  their  fathers;  on  welfare 

•  Children  without  their  fathers;  failing  in  education  and  dropping  out  of  school 

•  Children  without  their  fathers;  committing  suicide  and  homicide 

•  Children  without  their  fathers;  having  babies  while  they  are  still  babies 

•  Children  without  their  fathers;  selling  or  using  drugs  and  alcohol 

•  Children  without  their  fathers;  who  are  hopeless,  helpless  and  hapless. 
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Conversely,  a  nation's  best  boast  and  evidence  of  its  strength  is  the  well  disciplined,  well- 
ordered  family.  A  family  in  which  the  father  and  mother  teach  their  children  responsibility  by 
teaching  them  to  be  kind  and  fair  through  how  they  show  love  and  respect  toward  each  other.  The 
most  efficient  and  cost  effective  approach  is  to  provide  comprehensive  non-traditional  counseling 
and  home-based  services  to  fathers. 

The  need  for  such  home-based  outreach  is  supported  by  the  following:  Hess  and  Ship 
(1965)  found  a  lack  of  cognitive  meaning  between  mother  and  child  in  father-absent  homes. 
Hymn  (1974)  points  out  that  children  reared  in  father-absent  homes  are  more  likely  to  exhibit 
delinquency,  experience  poor  masculine  development  and  demonstrate  compensatory  masculine 
development  in  their  teens.  Biler  (1971)  notes  that  boys  reared  in  father-absent  homes  gravitate 
toward  gangs  and  gang  related  activity.  These  boys  also  have  the  highest  juvenile  incarceration 
rate,  the  highest  homicide  rate,  the  highest  rate  of  those  carrying  guns  and  other  weapons  and  the 
highest  other  crime-related  rate.  In  Cleveland,  Ohio,  in  1993,  there  were  114  homicides  by  gun, 
of  which  95%  were  of  African  decent;  with  more  than  33%  being  adolescents;  of  this  number 
96%  were  African  males.  Of  the  96%,  58%  of  those  killed,  were  at  the  hands  of  another  African. 
Lab  (1986)  in  summarizing  the  research  on  males  in  father-absent  homes,  concludes  that  they 
have  problems  in  their  school  performance,  problems  in  their  psycho-social  adjustment  and 
problems  learning  to  control  aggression.  In  order  to  provide  a  meaningful  and  lasting  impact  on 
African  males,  positive  parenting  and  fathering  role  models  must  be  provided.  This  is 
accomplished  through  the  home-based  outreach  system  created  by  The  National  Institute  For 
Responsible  Fatherhood  And  Family  Development,  which  has  as  its  major  thrust  to  impact  the 
thinking  of  the  father. 

The  problem  is  neither  a  Welfare  Check  nor  Food  Stamps.  Each  night,  nearly  3  million 
children  go  to  bed  hungry.  So  just  receiving  a  Welfare  check  is  no  indication  that  a  woman 
should  stay  on  Welfare.  The  problem  has  to  do  with  the  presence  of  the  father  in  the  life  of  his 
children.  Some  say  that  if  the  father  had  a  job,  he  would  get  married  and  take  better  care  of  his 
family.  According  to  Andrew  Cherlin  in  his  book.  Marriage,  Divorce,  Remarriage,  Harvard 
Press,  1992,  post  slavery  marriages  among  former  slaves,  were  almost  20%  higher  than  their 
former  slave  masters.  That  trend  continued  until  1940,  when  there  was  a  slight  dip  in  marriages. 
In  1950,  there  was  a  sharp  decline  that  continues,  even  until  today. 

It  is  very  interesting  that  former  slaves;  with  no  education,  few  marketable  skills,  mostly 
share  croppers,  no  affordable  housing,  and  no  health  insurance  thought  more  about  family  and 
marriage  than  we  do  today.  Over  100  years  later,  the  condition  of  the  family  is  far  more 
deplorable  and  especially  that  of  the  African  father.  Look  where  we  are  today: 

•  African  fathers  have  the  highest  decreasing  life  expectancy  of  all  father  groups 

•  Young  African  fathers  face  expulsion  from  school  in  larger  numbers  than  other 

father  groups 

•  African  fathers  have  the  highest  incarceration  rate  of  fathering  groups 

•  African  fathers  have  the  highest  unemployment  rate  of  all  fathering  groups 

•  African  fathers  ages  15-30,  have  the  highest  homicide  rate  of  all  father  groups. 

The  answer  is  not  more  Welfare,  not  better  Heath  Care  nor  more  Jobs.  The  answer  is 
families.  Fathers  disconnected  from  their  families  are  at  risk.  Children  and  women  disconnected 
from  their  father  are  at  greater  risk.  Something  must  be  done.  Something  is  being  done.  In  1982, 
I  created  The  National  Institute  For  Responsible  Fatherhood  And  Family  Development,  an 
Agency  that  specifically  addresses  the  needs  of  fathers. 
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In  1993,  Drs.  G.  Regina  Nixon  and  Anthony  E.O.  King,  after  two  years  of  conducting  a 
study  of  former  proteges  (fathers)  of  the  Agency,  stated;  "The  efficacy  of  The  National  Institute 
For  Responsible  Fatherhood  And  Family  Development's  non-traditional  counseling  appears 
evident,  particularly  for  the  outcomes  of  young  fathers  who  participated  in  the  survey.  For 
example,  the  fathers  took  advantage  of  the  legitimization  (paternity)  services  and  improved  their 
educational  and  employment  status.  The  program  also  had  a  positive  influence  on  their  attitudes 
toward  self  and  parenting.  Quite  significantly,  there  was  an  overwhelming  consensus  that  The 
National  Institute  improved  their  problem  solving  abilities  and  helped  them  to  become  better 
parents. " 

Essentially,  they  proved  that: 

•  Fathers  can  be  reached 

•  Fathers  care  about  their  children 

•  Fathers  and  significant  others  can  have  positive  relationships 

between  themselves 

•  Fathers  will  participant  in  programs  that  identify  their  needs 

•  Fathers  attitudes  and  behavior  can  be  changed 

•  Fathers  can  be  reached  and  supported  in  creating  their  own  safe 

environment  for  their  families,  when  the  non-traditional 
model  developed  by  The  National  Institute  is  utilized. 

In  July  1993,  at  a  press  conference.  Dr.  Nixon  revealed  the  following  results: 

70%  of  the  recipients  complete  twelve  years  of  education 
Nearly  12%  have  at  least  one  year  of  college. 

62%  are  employed  full-time;  11%  are  employed  part-time. 

92%  develop  positive  values  and  attitudes. 

96%  experience  an  improved  relationship  with  the  child's  mother 

97%  spend  more  time  with  their  children  and  are  providing  financial 
support. 

In  a  nutshell,  The  National  Institute  was  able  to  assist  fathers  in  the  following  areas: 

1)  Acknowledging  paternity  and  providing  finical  support  to  the  mother  of  his  children 

2)  A  change  in  attitude  and  behavior  toward  himself  and  others 

3)  Understanding  the  value  of  embracing  a  risk-free  lifestyle 

4)  Completing  high  school  or  GED,  enrolling  in  college  or  trade  school 

5)  Developing  work  ethics  and  a  strong  value  system 

When  a  father  comes  to  our  program,  he  goes  through  the  following  process: 

Step  One:  Referral  Process  -  The  majority  of  fathers  come  to  us  by  word  of 
mouth,  having  been  referred  by  other  fathers,  their  friends  and  relatives.  Other  referrals 
come  through  Health  and  Human  Services  Agencies,  Juvenile  and  Common  Pleas  Courts, 
Schools,  Jailed  Inmates  and  others. 
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Step  Two:  Home  Assessment  -  The  initial  contact  with  the  home  begins  with  the 
Intake  and  Assessment.  This  is  done  to  determine  the  psycho/social,  educational, 
emotional  and  employability  state  of  the  young  father  and  the  environmental  condition  of 
the  home.  Through  this  home  assessment,  an  annual  treatment  plan  is  developed  to  meet 
the  unique  situation  of  the  father.  The  majority  of  problems  that  impact  the  life  of  the 
father,  as  indicated,  start  in  the  home.  This  is  where  change  must  be  made  in  order  for  it  to 
be  lasting. 

Step  Three:  Counseling  --  The  Non-Traditional  Approach  -  Although  all  steps  are 
important,  the  most  crucial  period  for  the  young  father  will  take  place  over  the  course  of 
the  next  few  months,  where  the  worker  will  work  intensely  with  the  young  father  to  change 
his  thinking  about  himself  and  others.  The  counseling  session  is  broken  up  into  ten  (10) 
major  sessions,  which  may  last  from  3  to  6  months.  During  the  counseling  session,  it  is 
important  that  the  Outreach  Specialist  get  a  clear  understanding  of  how  the  young  father 
feels  about  him!»elf  and  significant  others.  If  he  is  to  become  a  responsible  father,  his 
attitude  and  behavior  about  these  areas  of  his  life  must  be  significantly  altered,  for  they  are 
the  foundation  for  his  actions. 

Session  I:  Perceptions  and  Feelings  About  Self-  The  non-traditional  intense  counseling 
begins.  It  is  here,  that  rather  than  telling  a  young  father  how  to  run  his  life,  our  approach  is  to  use 
a  drawing  out  method  in  which  the  answers  to  his  problems  and  his  future  are  designed  by  him. 
Once  he  delineates  the  direction  he  wants  his  life  to  proceed,  the  Outreach  Specialist,  who  also 
has  probably  had  similar  experiences,  becomes  his  supporter  and  counselor,  to  help  navigate  him 
through  his  life. 

This  first  session  usually  lasts  2  to  3  hours.  The  father  works  around  his  concept  of 
himself  and  others.  He  sees  that  the  concept  that  others  have  of  him  is  not  who  he  really  is.  He 
realizes  that  the  failure  he  has  become  is  due  largely  to  his  believing  that  what  he  perceives  others 
to  feel  about  him  is  true.  He  accepts  the  fact  that  how  he  feels  about  others  and  the  world  around 
him  are  his  feelings,  and  do  not  necessarily  reflect  the  true  picture.  He  takes  complete 
responsibility  for  his  feelings  and  no  longer  holds  others  accountable  for  them.  He  accepts  that 
people  have  the  right  to  be  who  they  are.  His  first  responsibility  is  to  love,  respect  and  care  for 
himself.  His  second  responsibility;  is  to  pass  that  on  to  others. 

Session  2:  Fathering  Attitudes  and  Feelings  About  His  Father  -  In  over  80%  of  the 
ca.ses,  the  young  father  does  not  have  a  wholesome  relationship  with  his  father.  This  impaired 
relationship  negatively  affects  his  attitude  toward  himself  and  his  ability  to  appropriately  care  for 
his  child. 

Session  3:  Attitude  and  Feelings  About  His  Mother 

Session  4:  Attitude  and  Feelings  About  His  Child(ren)'s  Mother 

Session  5:  Attitude  and  Feelings  About  His  Child(ren) 

Session  6:  Attitude  and  Feelings  About  His  Siblings 

Session  7:  Attitude  and  Feelings  About  His  Peers 

Session  8:  Attitude  and  Feelings  About  The  Educational  System 

Session  9:  Attitude  and  Feelings  About  The  Welfare  System 

Session  10:  Attitude  and  Feelings  About  The  Justice  System,  The  Police  and  The 
Courts. 


657 


Step  4:  Fathering  Support  Group  -  Includes  interpersonal  and  socialization  skills 
development  and:  1)  How  to  communicate  with  the  baby  (tone  of  voice  and  body 
language);  2)  How  to  develop  appropriate  eye  contact;  3)  How  to  appropriately  hold  his 
child;  4)  How  to  change  diapers;  5)  Child  and  infant  wellness  care;  and  6)  Child  and 
father  interaction. 

Step  5:  The  Outside  Referral  Process  -  The  young  father  is  referred  for  housing,  medical 
services,  educational  services  and  in  some  cases  nutritional  counseling. 

Step  6:  Post-Partum  Visits  -  In  the  event  that  his  wife/girlfriend  has  recently  delivered,  we 
will  work  with  him  on  how  he  should  interact  with  her  after  she  has  experienced  childbirth. 
The  purpose  of  this  step  is  to  enable  him  to  cope  with  the  new  situation  (since  most 
fathers,  95%,  do  not  live  with  the  infant).  The  National  Institute's  staff  works  with  both 
the  father  and  mother  to  emphasize  the  needs  of  the  infant.  The  Fathering  Support  Group 
is  very  effective  in  helping  him  through  this  period  and  providing  moral  support. 

Step  7:  Termination/Aftercare  and  Follow-up  -  Although  a  young  father  has  completed 
all  services  and  is  performing  well  in  society.  The  National  Institute  still  has  contact  with 
him  through  follow-up  and  aftercare.  During  an  empirical  evaluation  of  the  agency  and  its 
services,  conducted  by  Drs.  G.  Regina  Nixon  and  Anthony  E.O.  King  of  Case  Western 
Reserve  University,  it  was  discovered  that  36%  of  the  time,  the  protege  routinely  contacted 
the  Outreach  Specialist  and  44%  of  the  time  the  Outreach  Specialist  contacted  the  protege. 
In  addition,  the  protege  encountered  the  Outreach  Specialist  45%  of  the  time  in  the 
community  (church,  business,  recreation  and  on  the  street)  as  a  regular  part  of  his  life. 

In  closing,  I  would  like  to  make  the  following  recommendations: 

/)       That  10%  of  all  Human  Services  dollars  spent  on  mothers,  be  allocated 
to  create  comprehensive  outreach  and  counseling  services  for 
fathers 

2)  That  the  Government  develops  and  produces  PSA's  in  which 

Congress  and  the  Executive  branch  can  portray  positive  and 
responsible  fatherhood  on  radio  and  television 

3)  That  future  policy  and  laws  become  father  and  family  friendly 

4)  That  courses  be  taught  in  schools  on  how  to  develop  good  relationships 

and  become  good  spouses  at  all  grade  levels 

5)  That  fathers  of  all  ages  be  encouraged  from  all  spaces  in  life  to  assist  in 

the  nurturing  and  childhood  development  of  their  children, 
regardless  of  how  much  money  they  make. 

6)  That  fathers  in  prison  be  assisted  in  maintaining  good  relationships  with 

their  children  and  families  during  incarceration 
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I  believe  that  the  best  way  to  create  strong  families  is  by  creating  an  environment  vk'here 
fathers  can  be  appreciated  and  accepted  as  viable  role  models  and  nurturing  individuals.  I  believe 
that  if  this  concept  of  working  with  fathers  as  we  do  is  instituted  across  this  country,  we  would  be 
able  to  change  the  face  of  the  communities  in  America  and  throughout  the  world. 

I  want  to  thank  you.  Chairman  Ford  and  Members  of  this  Committee  for  the 
opportunity  to  speak  with  you  today.  I  look  forward  to  working  with  this  committee  in 
developing  this  model  and  what  the  future  holds. 

Peace  and  Love, 

Charles  A.  Ballard 
Founder/President 


y 


659 

Mr.  Levin.  Thank  you. 

Mr.  Santorum. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Ballard,  I  very  much  appreciate  your  testimony.  I  could  not 
agree  with  it  more.  In  fact,  I  am  working  with  a  program  in  Penn- 
sylvania having  to  do  with  fathers  and  going  along  the  lines  that 
you  just  stated  and  am  very  much  supportive  of  the  work  being 
done  there. 

I  think  you  hit  on  a  very  important  point,  the  rate  of  out-of- 
wedlock  births  and  the  responsibility  for  us  to  structure  a  system 
to  encourage  fathers  to  take  responsibility  for  their  children.  I 
think  that  we  are  open,  obviously,  to  any  ideas  or  anything  that 
seems  to  be  effective,  but  I  think  you  expressed  the  very  important 
point  that  at  some  point  you  have  to  face  up  to  your  responsibility 
and  deal  with  that  and  there  is  always  an  excuse  not  to,  but  even- 
tually you  have  to.  I  very  much  appreciate  that. 

Ms.  Newbille,  I  couldn't  disagree  more  with  what  your  comments 
were,  because  they  were  in  fact  opposite  of  what  Mr.  Ballard's 
were.  You  said  we  shouldn't  require  paternity  establishment  or 
moms  to  be  responsible  in  providing  us  the  name  of  the  father. 

Ms.  Newbille.  I  suggest  that  that  is  not  my  statement. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Your  statement  says  that  you  do  not  support  the 
President's  bill  or  our  bill  that  requires  mandatory  paternity  estab- 
lishment or  lose  welfare  benefits.  That  was  your  statement. 

Ms.  Newbille.  We  would  have  concerns  if  a  woman  is  at  risk  of 
losing  her  benefits  if  she  is  not  giving  the  father — that  there  has 
to  be  recognition  in  some  instances  that  in  fact  mothers  may  not 
want  to  be  in  contact  with  the  fathers. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  understand  that  and  under  the  President's  bill 
and  under  our  bill  there  are  exceptions  for  instances  where  there 
may  be  danger  to  the  mother.  I  thought  you  went  beyond  that  say- 
ing that  in  fact  you  did  not  support  that.  If  I  misunderstood  that, 
I  apologize. 

Do  you  support  the  President's  proposal  and  our  proposal,  then, 
with  respect  to  paternity  establishment  in  requiring  mothers  to 
provide  the  name  of  the  father  as  a  prerequisite  to  receiving  AFDC 
or  food  stamps  or  other  welfare  programs? 

Ms.  Newbille.  That  would  be  for  us  also  a  measure  that  would 
be  of  concern  where  it  is  a  prerequisite,  where  there  is  no  flexibility 
or  consideration  for  the  instance  you  mentioned 

Mr.  Santorum.  If  there  is  one.  There  are  always — obviously  if 
the  person  has  a  protection  from  abuse  order  that  is  a  different 
story.  Obviously  that  is  not  the  majority  of  cases  or  even  near  the 
majority  of  cases.  With  that  caveat,  do  you  support  that 

Ms.  Newbille.  As  long  as  there  is  that  flexibihty  there,  we 
would  encourage  women  to  provide  the  information  regarding  the 
paternity  and  to  assist  with  being  able  to  secure  child  support. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  guess  my  question  is,  would  you  support  re- 
quiring it  with  the  exception  of  the  bad  case,  so  to  speak,  if  the  peo- 
ple who  were  taking  that  information  determined  that  it  was  a 
physical  risk  or  some  sort  of  risk  to  the  mother? 

Ms.  Newbille.  We  would  support  it  with  that  caveat,  yes. 

Mr.  Santorum.  I  appreciate  that,  because  I  know  Ms.  Campbell 
has  a  problem  with  that.  At  least  you  said  in  your  testimony  you 
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had  a  problem  with  the  President's  proposal  with  respect  to  man- 
datory establishment  of  paternity.  It  seemed  to  focus  on  who  was 
doing  it,  whether  it  was  the  IV-A  or  IV-D  agency. 

The  Republican  bill  leaves  that  determination  completely  to  the 
States.  I  think  you  make  legitimate  points  that  maybe  the  IV-A 
agency  would  be  the  most  appropriate  to  make  that  determination 
and  we  would  leave  that  flexibility  to  the  States.  So  I  think  your 
testimony  is  very  much  on  target  with  respect  to  that. 

I  have  some  concerns,  obviously,  and  I  think  Mr.  Ballard  hit  on 
this  point  very  well  with  respect  to  the  idea  that  the  answer  here 
is  to  provide  a  guaranteed  annual  incom.e,  which  is  what  Ms. 
Newbille  suggested;  that  while  jobs  are  very  important  and  that  we 
do  provide  jobs  in  the  bills  and  we  provide  a  lot  of  what  I  think 
are  opportunities  for  people  on  welfare  to  receive  the  kind  of  work 
experience  that  is  necessary  to  move  forward,  I  am  not  too  sure 
that  Mr.  Ballard's  lesson  to  his  son  would  have  been  such  a  dra- 
matic one  had  he  had  a  guaranteed  annual  income.  He  had  to  go 
out  and  find  the  jobs  necessary  to  go  ahead  and  put  his  children 
through  school.  If  in  fact  everyone  in  the  society  is  guaranteed  a 
minimum  amount  of  money  above  poverty,  I  think  that  could  be  in 
the  long  run,  as  most  kinds  of  programs  of  that  nature  have  shown 
in  other  countries  around  the  world,  to  be  a  very  deleterious  thing 
not  only  on  families  but  on  society  in  general. 

Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Leven.  Let  me  ask  you — we  don't  do  enough  of  this  I  think 
at  times.  Do  you  want  to  comment  on  the  testimony,  any  of  you  of 
the  other  two?  What  do  you  agree  with  and  what  do  you  disagree 
with? 

Ms.  Campbell.  I  think  that  I  certainly  have  a  lot  of  agreement 
with  both  individuals'  testimony.  Certainly  there  are  provisions 
that  I  didn't  address  in  my  oral  statement,  and  that  in  fact  are 
really  beyond  the  scope  of  this  hearing  to  some  extent,  such  as  the 
chila  exclusion  which  we  oppose.  We  certainly  agree  that  there 
should  be  more  involvement  of  fathers  in  the  process. 

The  administration's  bill  and  some  of  the  other  bills  do  provide 
money  to  fund  projects  and  demonstration  projects  to  try  to  involve 
fathers  more  in  the  process.  In  addition,  I  think  a  key  element  of 
the  administration's  bill  and  some  of  the  other  bills  is  the  vol- 
untary establishment  of  paternity  and  putting  more  resources  into 
that.  Of  course,  the  Congress  last  year  passed  provisions  that 
would  encourage  voluntary  establishment  of  the  program  in  hos- 
pitals. There  is  a  lot  of  evidence  that  during  birth  is  the  time  when 
the  families  are  together,  and  that  taking  advantage  of  the  way 
they  feel  about  the  child  at  that  point  is  an  important  point,  and 
trying  to  establish  paternity  closer  to  birth  including  voluntary  es- 
tablishment in  the  hospital  and  other  kinds  of  clinics.  So  I  think 
there  are  provisions  in  the  bill  that  address  this,  and  obviously  the 
best  system  of  all  would  be  a  voluntary  one. 

Mr.  Levin.  Any  comment  on  the  testimony  of  the  other  two,  Ms. 
Newbille?  Is  there  an  important  difference  in  your  perspective  or 
not,  would  you  say? 

Ms.  Newbille.  I  didn't  really  hear  a  significant  difference  in  the 
perspectives.  We  certainly  would  be  able  to  support  what  I  have 
heard.   Again,   I   would  just  like  to  reemphasize  our  position   in 
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terms  of  women  being  forced  to  identify  fathers;  that  again  if  and 
when  that  happens  that  in  fact  there  should  be  again  flexibihty 
there.  But  there  is  major  concern  if  women  are  forced  and  are  at 
risk  of  not  receiving  benefits  should  they  not  identify.  I  think  it  is 
critical  that  that  flexibility  be  present. 

Mr.  Levin.  Mr.  Ballard. 

Mr.  Ballard.  I  think  my  comments  themselves  are  a  great  de- 
parture from  the  previous  presenters  in  that  we  stress  very  strong- 
ly that  if  you  get  a  father  involved  in  a  loving  way  with  his  child 
most  of  what  you  are  asking  for  you  are  going  to  get.  We  evaluated 
that  last  year  and  discovered  that  97  percent  paid  child  support  on 
their  own,  84  percent  within  6  months  established  paternity  on 
their  own,  11.5  percent  went  back  to  college.  We  had  24.8-percent 
second  births  where  those  guys  were  either  married  to  the  girl  or 
staying  with  her.  So  even  the  second  pregnancy  was  reduced  sig- 
nificantly because  of  us. 

Most  of  the  fathers  coming  to  our  program  are  not  with  the 
mother  and  in  many  cases  there  is  an  aggravated  environment  in 
the  homes.  According  to  research  done  on  us,  97  percent  of  those 
guys  within  6  months  reestablished  connection  with  the  girl  in 
order  to  see  the  child.  So  there  is  something  about  how  the  system 
operates  that  actually  divides  the  family  and  in  some  cases  encour- 
ages the  mother  not  to  involve  the  guy. 

We  are  saying  that  if  you  connect  those  two  together  from  the 
time  you  know  she  is  pregnant  and  maintain  that  relationship  you 
will  not  only  have  him  there  to  establish  paternity  but  you  will  in- 
fluence the  outcome  of  the  pregnancy.  It  has  been  proven  that 
when  social  support  is  provided  by  the  father  during  pregnancy, 
you  have  babies  who  are  not  low  birth  weight.  So  the  father  in- 
volvement impacts  almost  every  area  of  the  child's  life.  If  we  ex- 
clude him,  we  provide  more  jobs  for  us  to  provide  services  to  them. 

I  said  that  postslavery  slaves  with  no  jobs,  with  no  marketable 
skills,  with  no  education,  with  no  housing,  went  and  found  their 
wives  and  they  had  almost  20  percent  more  marriages  than  all 
other  races.  That  should  tell  us  that  if  we  can  somehow  nurture 
the  father  back  to  his  family  most  of  the  problems  will  be  allevi- 
ated. But  we  can't  do  it  by  reprimanding  people  and  demanding 
they  do  things.  We  must  do  things  with  a  loving  and  compassionate 
approach. 

Mr.  Levin.  Just  to  wind  up,  I  think  there  would  be  broad  agree- 
ment. But  let  me  ask  you,  do  you  think  it  is  inconsistent  with  your 
view  that  while  this  is  occurring  and  resources  are  expended  in 
this  direction,  to  strengthen  child  support  laws? 

Mr.  Ballard.  The  government  cannot  legislate  family  cohesive- 
ness  and  child  support  laws.  Unless  it  involves  him  on  the  front 
end  of  the  pregnancy,  on  the  front  end  of  the  child  rearing,  it  is 
going  to  be  ineffective. 

I  was  in  Tennessee  last  year  and  I  spoke  to  a  group  of  women 
who  have  a  child  support  program.  They  said  to  me  that  "it  is  pro- 
grams like  yours  that  we  are  looking  for  to  help  the  father  to  be 
involved  with  his  children  because  the  government  is  demanding 
that  he  does  it  and  they  are  not  doing  it.  In  fact,  in  some  cases  it 
aggravates  a  bad  situation." 
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A  few  weeks  ago  there  was  a  family  reunion  in  Nashville  and  I 
was  one  of  the  primary  speakers.  We  came  out  with  fatherhood  in 
this  country  is  a  missing  link  in  all  these  children's  lives. 

Mr.  Levin.  Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford  [presiding].  Thank  you  very  much,  panelists. 

Let  me  ask  you  this — these  fathers  that  we  are  talking  about,  do 
most  of  them  have  full-time  employment? 

Mr.  Ballard.  No,  they  come  to  us  unemployed,  drop  out  of 
school,  estranged  from  the  mother,  in  many  cases  don't  have  fa- 
thers themselves  to  model  after.  We  create  a  model  and  get  the  re- 
sults that  I  indicated. 

I  think  it  is  important  to  have  a  job.  But  I  think  if  a  man  beats 
his  wife,  we  have  discovered  if  he  gets  a  job  he  doesn't  stop  beating 
his  wife.  If  a  man  uses  drugs  and  alcohol,  if  he  gets  a  job  he  doesn't 
stop  using  drugs  and  alcohol.  So  there  is  something  that  is  missing 
far  beyond  that  and  we  believe  it  is  helping  a  man  to  establish  per- 
sonal moral  responsibility  and  without  that  no  matter  what  job  you 
give  him,  he  is  not  going  to  work  and  the  children  in  the  long  run 
are  going  to  suffer  because  of  that. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  don't  want  to  place  all  African-American  men 
or  other  minorities  or  any  men  in  general,  in  that  particular  cat- 
egory. The  district  that  I  represent  is  an  urban  area  and  there  are 
plenty  of  young  men  between  the  ages  of  19  and  30  who  are  in  fact 
hanging  on  street  comers  with  nothing  to  do.  They  do  not  have  an 
alcohol  problem  nor  do  they  have  a  drug  problem.  They  have  an 
unemployment  problem  because  they  have  fallen  through  the 
cracks.  They  aren't  even  counted  any  more  in  the  unemployment 
numbers  and  it  is  very  difficult  for  them  to  move  into  the  work 
force.  I  would  have  to  suggest  that  that  is  probably  true  all  over 
the  country. 

We  certainly  need  to  address  the  issues  that  you  are  addressing 
here,  and  I  take  nothing  away  from  your  statement.  I  don't  want 
the  perception  to  be  that  this  is  the  only  problem  that  is  out  there, 
because  when  we  look  at  the  national  unemployment  rate  among 
African- Americans  in  this  Nation,  it  is  11.3  percent  compared  to  6 
percent  of  unemployment  nationally  overall.  The  same  is  true  with 
Hispanics,  it  is  about  10.3  or  10.5  percent. 

But  because  of  that  high  unemployment  rate,  I  don't  think  that 
we  can  address  the  welfare  problems,  the  unemployment  probleuis, 
or  the  reemployment  problems  of  this  Nation  without  taking  into 
consideration  that  there  are  a  lot  of  people  who  are  unemployed 
that  are  not  confronted  with  those  problems. 

I  have  a  juvenile  court  system  in  my  area  and  they  run  a  very 
strict  program.  They  lock  men  up  in  jail  and  it  is  difficult  to  go  out 
when  they  are  behind  by  $2,000  and  $3,000.  People  who  want  to 
work  who  can't  find  gainful  employment,  who  are  not  on  welfare, 
who  are  receiving  no  public  benefits,  who  don't  receive  food  stamps, 
are  doing  nothing.  They  would  like  to  work.  They  have  sought  for 
2  or  3  years  to  find  employment. 

I  also  would  like  to  make  sure  that  they  are  working  because 
they  are  a  vast  majority  of  the  people  that  we  are  talking  about. 
I  don't  think  that  we  can  address  this  issue  because  many  of  the 
men  that  you  are  talking  about,  and  some  of  the  things  that  we 
might  incorporate  in  this  bill  are  drug  abusers  and  those  who  use 
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alcohol  who  have  found  a  way  to  receive  assistance  through  centers 
throughout  this  country,  which  I  don't  have  a  real  problem  with, 
but  this  committee,  no  doubt,  will  examine  supplemental  security 
income  benefits  that  they  are  able  to  receive.  But  they,  too,  must 
go  into  work  programs  and  adjust  back  into  society. 

But  I  don't  want  to  leave  the  perception  that  this  is  the  total 
population.  This  is  only  a  fraction  of  the  population  that  we  are 
talking  about  and  as  we  try  to  establish  paternity  and  as  we  try 
to  enforce  child  support,  which  I  am  a  strong  advocate  of,  I  don't 
want  to  leave  it  out  here  with  men  who  are  unemployed  who  have 
not  been  able  to  match  up  a  skill  or  get  ready  to  go  into  the  work 
force  to  seek  employment. 

From  my  experiences  if  you  show  me  a  man  with  a  meaningful 
income  in  wages,  I  will  show  you  a  man  in  the  majority  of  cases 
who  will  have  family  stability,  who  will  not  have  the  problems  of 
violence  and  crime — any  community  anywhere  in  America  regard- 
less of  race,  regardless  of  color,  it  is  there.  When  you  show  me 
meaningful  wages,  I  will  show  you  communities  with  family  stabil- 
ity and  the  crime  rate  being  down,  and  I  think  that  we  should  con- 
tinue to  focus  on  social  programs  as  the  answer,  and  you  made 
your  statement  yourself  and  I  totally  agree,  you  create  more  jobs 
in  the  social  service  arena  and  we  are  not  really  focusing — often- 
times these  agencies  create  many  of  these  problems  and  I  am  not 
shifting  the  blame,  but  the  people  who  we  are  trying  to  employ  are 
not  employed  and  the  people  who  are  being  employed  are  not  living 
in  the  trenches  and  are  not  familiar  with  the  everyday  problems 
that  this  population  that  we  are  trying  to  address  are  living  in.  I 
am  not  preaching  to  you  because  I  think  you  have  done  a  great  job 
in  your  testimony. 

Mr.  Ballard.  I  appreciate  your  comments.  I  am  not  at  all  sug- 
gesting that  men  don't  need  jobs.  The  Bible  says  that  money  an- 
swers all  things.  You  can't  pay  a  bill  without  money  so  I  support 
that.  What  I  am  saying  is  everyone  else  is  talking  about  jobs  and 
housing  and  health  care  and  someone  needs  to  say  that  if  we  do 
this  here  with  fathers  and  turn  their  minds  to  being  with  their 
children,  you  may  get  all  that  you  want  over  here. 

I  am  saying  that  let's  work  first,  that  the  moment  the  girl  knows 
she  is  pregnant  to  move  forward  and  help  both  individuals  to  rally 
round  the  pregnancy  to  increase  the  outcome  of  a  child  living  be- 
yond the  age  of  1  or  2;  that  we  keep  him  involved  in  a  loving  and 
compassionate  way  not  for  each  other,  but  for  the  child's  sake. 

We  have  proven  that  fathers,  to  the  tune  of  74  percent,  out  of 
2,000  some  guys,  found  jobs  on  their  own.  Some  are  not  the  8-hour 
jobs,  they  are  McDonald's  jobs,  but  they  go  on  to  something  else. 
But  unless  we  first  give  the  father's  heart  to  the  child  and  vice 
versa,  then  we  have  a  hopeless  situation. 

We  did  a  study  of  30  or  40  children  and  asked  them  questions 
about  their  fathers.  Most  of  those  fathers  were  in  jail,  on  drugs. 
Not  one  child,  knowing  his  father  was  in  prison  said,  I  don't  want 
him  involved  in  my  life.  All  we  are  saying  is  let's  do  the  job  stuff, 
let's  do  the  housing  stuff,  the  health  care  stuff,  but  to  do  this  alone 
and  not  give  men  loving  and  compassionate  responsibility  is  to  cre- 
ate more  failure. 
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In  1960,  we  spent  $140  billion  on  all  welfare-type  programs.  In 
1990,  it  escalated  to  almost  $1  trillion— $785  billion.  It  tells  me 
that  more  programs  are  not  going  to  work. 

We  increased  the  JOBS  program,  increased  the  housing  pro- 
grams, and  it  is  not  working.  I  am  saying  let's  get  the  father  from 
the  beginning  involved  in  tne  pregnancy  and  tne  life  of  the  child 
and  you  will  have  outcomes  that  are  unbelievable.  I  agree  we  have 
to  have  jobs,  but  to  have  iobs  and  housing  without  the  nurturing 
piece  on  the  part  of  the  father  is  simply  to  create  more  failure. 

Chairman  Ford.  Ms.  Newbille,  would  you  like  to  comment  on  the 
statement  I  made  to  Mr.  Ballard? 

Ms.  Newbille.  I  concur  with  you.  I  think  that  at  the  heart  of 
this  issue  of  welfare  dependency  are  the  issues  of  poverty  and  un- 
employment and  the  need  to  create  jobs  is  critical  as  we  see  it. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  believe  that  people  want  an  upscale  life.  I  dis- 
agree with  a  lot  of  the  talk  that  everything  must  be  a  social  service 
agency  program.  I  think  people  can  adapt  to  an  upscale  life,  they 
just  haven't  been  privy  to  that. 

For  us  to  suggest  that  because  you  are  poor  you  have  to  have  all 
the  help  by  these  social  service  agencies,  I  don't  think  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  the  people  need  all  that.  We  need  to  be  creative  and  really 
talk  about  jobs.  We  ought  to  replace  the  welfare  system  with  a 
JOBS  program.  That  is  what  the  rhetoric  and  the  American  public 
believe,  that  is  what  is  coming  from  both  sides.  But  if  we  were  seri- 
ous about  it,  we  would  create  jobs. 

We  are  talking  about  billions  of  dollars  being  poured  into  the 
welfare  system.  All  we  need  are  some  jobs.  There  are  no  jobs  out 
there;  not  in  my  hometown.  The  want  ads  are  there,  but  those  that 
are  unemployed  and  those  that  are  on  welfare — transportation  is  a 
problem,  when  you  knock  on  doors  on  the  other  side  of  the  town 
for  a  job,  for  whatever  the  reasons,  you  are  rejected.  If  we  are  seri- 
ous about  this,  we  don't  have  to  spend  any  more  money  on  social 
service  agencies  and  another  layer  of  entitlements  for  the  vast  ma- 
jority of  people  that  are  out  of  work.  We  will  continue  to  throw 
money  at  a  problem  that  we  are  not  going  to  solve  until  such  time 
as  we  create  job  opportunities  for  those  who  are  unemployed.  I 
think  that  you  will  see  that  responsibility. 

I  am  from  a  family  of  15  brothers  and  sisters.  I  was  raised  in 
poverty,  no  running  water,  no  bathroom  facilities.  The  first  time  I 
saw  running  water  was  at  18  years  of  age  when  I  went  to  college. 
When  you  are  talking  about  someone  poor  with  1  mom  and  dad 
with  15  kids  in  a  house,  it  was  not  easy  and  I  know  you  can  pull 
yourself  up.  We  escaped  welfare.  We  just  didn't  have  transportation 
to  get  to  the  welfare  office.  That  is  the  only  reason  we  escaped  it. 

We  want  to  give  people  an  opportunity,  and  if  they  have  that  op- 
portunity I  think  they  can  go  up  that  ladder.  I  am  not  talking 
about  a  JOBS  program  that  will  break  the  Federal  Government. 
When  we  talk  about  the  Comprehensive  Employment  and  Training 
Act  that  was  in  place  at  one  time,  9,000  people,  a  lot  of  people 
moved  through  and  today  they  are  in  the  private  sector  doing  qiiite 
well  with  good  paying  jobs,  good  livelihoods,  good  families,  loving 
their  children  and  all.  It  is  diflficult  whether  a  mother  has  a  child 
and  she  is  only  receiving  public  assistance  and  that  father  has  been 
unemployed  for  4  years,  when  you  are  out  in  the  streets  and  when 
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everything  is  at  the  curb  level  you  expect  anything  to  happen.  Alco- 
hol and  drug  abuse,  the  demonstrations  that  you  would  have  in 
place  are  ideal  but  I  don't  think  they  help  the  vast  majority  of  peo- 
ple that  are  coming  on  welfare.  We  ought  to  offer  job  opportunity. 
Our  cities  can  and  we  ought  to  do  something  about  it. 

Mr.  Ballard.  Over  80  percent  of  the  people  on  Wall  Street  who 
use  drugs,  cocaine  in  particular,  make  $50,000  or  more,  so  more 
money  is  not  the  issue.  In  our  community  in  Cleveland,  most  of  the 
stores  in  the  inner  city  are  owned  by  people  other  than  those  who 
live  in  the  community.  If  you  want  to  really  deal  with  the  problem 
of  job  development,  let's  give  people  money  to  create  businesses 
and  they  will  hire  their  own  loved  ones,  which  is  what  we  did  30 
years  ago  before  we  integrated  into  the  rest  of  society.  When  we 
were  disassociated  from  the  mainstream  we  had  businesses,  shoe 
shops,  grocery  stores,  restaurants,  and  when  we  began  to  be  inte- 
grated into  the  society  we  closed  our  restaurants  and  hotels. 

If  you  want  to  do  something  worthwhile,  create  businesses,  not 
jobs,  but  give  people  the  understanding  that  being  entrepreneurial 
minded  is  far  more  important  than  looking  for  a  job.  We  discovered 
2  years  ago  that  85  percent  of  people  who  lost  their  jobs  in  this 
country  did  not  lose  them  because  of  skills.  They  lost  their  jobs  be- 
cause of  attitudes  and  what  we  are  doing  is  changing  the  attitude. 
When  you  get  a  man  connected  with  his  child,  a  chemical  reaction 
takes  place  in  his  mind  where  misbehavior  changes. 

Chairman  Ford.  Let  me  make  sure  I  heard  you  correctly;  if  I  did, 
I  want  to  see  some  evidence.  You  are  saying  that  95  percent  of  the 
men  who  have  lost  their  jobs  in  your  area  lost  them  because  of  atti- 
tude problems. 

Mr.  Ballard.  I  didn't  say  the  men.  This  was  a  general  study  of 
all  the  population,  not  just  the  inner-city  community.  But  85  per- 
cent of  those  who  lost  their  jobs  was  because  of  attitude,  not  be- 
cause of  lack  of  skills. 

Chairman  Ford.  In  my  hometown  we  lost  jobs  to  other  countries, 
not  because  of  attitude  problems.  The  Firestone  plant  shut  down 
and  we  lost  10,000  jobs;  International  Harvester  lost  8,000  jobs; 
and  the  meatpacking  houses  also  lost  jobs.  That  was  not  the  case 
in  my  area  over  the  past  10  years.  Whether  we  have  lost  the  jobs 
because  they  have  been  chasing  cheap  labor  in  other  parts  of  the 
world  I  don't  know,  but  it  wasn't  because  of  attitudes. 

Mr.  Santorum.  Mr.  Ballard,  are  you  referring  to  people  who 
were  fired  from  their  jobs  as  opposed  to  people  who  lost  their  jobs 
because  of  plants  closing? 

Mr.  Ballard.  That  is  an  issue  we  need  to  look  at.  I  was  speaking 
about  people  who  had  jobs  who  were  fired  because  of  disagreement 
on  the  job,  not  because  of  skills.  We  go  downtown  in  Cleveland  be- 
cause we  have  jobs  to  give  to  people  in  our  program  and  pass  out 
our  cards  to  the  men  who  have  minuteman  jobs.  Out  of  100  men 
in  the  last  5  years  we  have  given  cards  to,  one  shows  up.  We  ex- 
plain that  you  must  be  available  to  work  with  the  families.  They 
never  came  back.  I  am  saying  that  the  magic  seems  to  be  getting 
the  man  involved  with  his  child. 

Chairman  Ford.  How  do  these  people  survive?  Where  do  they 
sleep  at  night  and  what  kind  of  income?  Are  they  receiving  SSI 
benefits? 
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Mr.  Ballard.  Seventy-four  percent 

Chairman  Ford.  I  missed  that  part. 

Mr.  Ballard.  According  to  the  study,  66  percent  found  full-time 
jobs — because  we  are  not  a  JOBS  program;  12  percent  found  part- 
time  jobs  so  almost  80  percent  of  our  guys  found  jobs  on  their  own. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  about  the  20  percent;  what  are  they 
doing? 

Mr.  Ballard.  In  some  cases  they  are  on  general  relief,  they  get 
a  check  from  the  county  and  food  stamps,  even  those  fathers  were 
giving  some  of  their  money  toward  child  support.  I  am  saying  when 
you  can  connect  a  father  with  his  child  you  change  the  whole  be- 
havior. When  a  man's  attitude  changes  toward  himself,  he  becomes 
more  responsible  and  responsible  to  his  child. 

Chairman  Ford.  When  they  come  into  your  operation  and  the  66 
percent  that  is  placed  in  the  work  force  and  the  other  5  percent  I 
think  you  mentioned  going  to  some  type  of  training  programs,  and 
there  is  approximately  a  20  percent — do  you  assist  these  men  in 
seeking  the  health  and  human  service  public  assistance  check  and 
food  stamps? 

Mr.  Ballard.  No.  What  we  discovered  is  that  others  are  doing 
certain  things,  trying  to  find  them  jobs,  et  cetera.  We  believe  that 
someone  needs  to  talk  about  responsibility 

Chairman  Ford.  How  can  you  talk  about  responsibility  for  an 
able-bodied  man  to  get  public  assistance  and  not  talk  about  him 
going  to  work?  You  are  saying  20  percent,  just  loving  his  kid  is 
going  to  make  him  do  something.  I  would  assume  all  men  love 
their  children.  There  might  be  reasons  that  the  men  are  not  with 
these  kids  and  they  might  be  deadbeat  dads  who  we  will  have  to 
go  after  for  child  support  enforcement,  but  I  can't  believe  that  they 
come  into  the  program  and  you  teach  them  how  to  love  their  kids 
and  that  makes  them  want  a  job.  These  men  ought  to  be  working 
and  love  their  kids  at  the  same  time.  We  are  talking  about  people 
going  to  work  if  they  are  able  to  work  and  for  any  agency  to  coach 
it  along,  get  their  assistance,  give  them  food  stamps  and  say,  well, 
you  know  you  are  trying  to  find  a  job  and  we  are  going  to  teach 
you  how  to  love  your  kids  and  once  you  love  your  kids,  we  assume 
you  can  go  into  the  work  force.  I  want  them  to  go  into  the  work 
force  right  away.  I  don't  want  anybody  sitting  around  for^2  years. 
Let's  create  jobs  and  let  people  go  to  work  now. 

We  have  trained  most  welfare  people  in  some  type  of  program 
three  or  four  times  anyway.  We  haven't  offered  them  the  appro- 
priate skills  to  match  up  with  job  opportunities.  Once  we  provide 
the  right  skills  for  that  hardcore  I  think  we  could  place  them  as 
well,  but  I  don't  buy  into  the  concept  that  we  have  to  teach  them 
how  to  love  and  all  that.  We  could  have  the  program  in  place  but 
they  could  be  working  while  they  are  doing  that.  They  don't  have 
to  draw  public  assistance  to  teach  them  how  to  love  their  kids;  they 
don't  have  to  be  in  a  program  to  teach  a  man  who  fathered  a  child 
to  love  the  child. 

Mr.  Ballard.  If  that  were  not  true,  we  wouldn't  have  two-thirds 
of  our  children  in  homes  where  there  are  no  fathers  and  who  are 
not  involved  with  their  children.  What  was  it  about  former  slaves 
in  1890  who  had  a  higher  rate  of  marriage  and  family  cohesiveness 
than  their  former  slavemasters?  Men  who  had  no  jobs,  who  had  no 
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marketable  skills,  who  had  no  formal  education,  what  was  dif- 
ferent? 

Chairman  Ford.  That  is  right.  That  makes  my  point. 

Mr.  Ballard.  What  I  am  saying  is  that  these  men  without  all 
those  outside  things  did  what  I  am  suggesting  and  what  I  am  say- 
ing today — I  am  not  against  job  development  or  against  housing, 
what  I  am  saying,  to  have  those  things  is  to  get  more  fathers  in- 
volved. We  have  men — deadbeat  dads  who  are  doctors,  who  are 
lawyers,  who  make  a  lot  of  money  but  who  refuse  to  pay  child  sup- 
port because  of  their  attitude  toward  the  woman.  All  I  am  saying 
is  that  the  magic  we  discovered  in  12  years  of  our  program  is  that 
when  you  connect  the  man  with  his  child  in  a  way  that  his  father 
was  not  involved  with  him,  you  get  the  things  I  suggested. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Ballard,  I  believe  in  visitation  rights  for  fa- 
thers and  I  believe  in  all  of  the  things,  that  a  father  should  have 
all  those  rights,  but  I  don't  think  the  Federal  Government  ought 
to  step  in  and  say  we  are  going  to  teach  men  how  to  love  their  kids. 
We  are  going  to  have  child  support  enforcement.  We  are  going  to 
make  the  deadbeat  dads  pay  for  their  kids.  But  to  say  we  are  going 
to  put  them  in  demonstration  programs  to  teach  them  how  to  love 
their  kids  is  not  enough.  If  they  were  man  enough  to  father  the 
kids,  then  we  are  going  to  put  them  to  work  to  pay  child  support. 

Mr.  Ballard.  We  have  demonstrated  for  the  last  12  years  that 
it  works.  We  need  to  fully  fund  programs  like  mine  throughout 
America.  In  fact,  we  received  over  1,000  letters  in  the  last  3 
months  because  of  an  article  on  our  program.  I  was  in  New  Jersey 
and  a  call  came  in  saying  how  can  you  start  a  program  for  fathers? 
We  got  to  listen  to  the  people. 

Newsweek  did  a  study  in  1992  on  the  African  community  and 
they  asked  the  question,  "who  is  more  likely  to  have  the  answers 
to  your  problem"?  Forty-five  percent  said  we  are  (the  community  it- 
self). Only  16  percent  chose  government  and  human  service  agen- 
cies. So  listen  to  the  people.  They  are  saying  we  can  do  it,  give  us 
the  resources  to  create  businesses  so  we  don't  have  to  depend  on 
somebody  else  for  a  job. 

We  give  our  brothers  and  sisters  a  job  ourselves.  If  you  go  to  the 
inner  city,  the  race  problem  is  severe  because  there  are  other  peo- 
ple in  the  inner  city  with  businesses  who  are  not  providing  the  best 
services. 

On  the  job  issue,  let's  create  money  that  will  produce  businesses 
owned  by  the  fathers  and  the  mothers  and  they  can  provide  jobs 
for  themselves. 

Chairman  Ford.  Absolutely.  Creating  new  capacity  levels,  em- 
powering the  people  on  welfare,  is  absolutely  correct. 

I  have  a  demonstration  of  my  own  in  my  own  hometown  in  the 
two  largest  housing  projects  in  my  city,  and  we  are  doing  just  that. 
We  have  created,  developed  a  charter  for  a  501(c)(3)  organization 
with  the  tenant  association.  We  are  planning  a  whole  community, 
redeveloping  it  through  the  people  and  homeownership,  businesses 
in  the  community,  removing  people  from  welfare,  completely  re- 
moving them  from  food  stamps,  from  all  of  that,  and  I  am  in  agree- 
ment with  that.  We  are  not  in  disagreement  on  all  the  issues,  but 
just  some. 

Mr.  Santorum. 
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Mr.  Santorum.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Mr.  Ballard,  I  again  find  myself  agreeing  with  you  consistently. 
I  think  the  point  that  you  are  trying  to  make  and  I  think  you  have 
made  well  is  that  a  good  program  is  not  one  to  teach  fathers  how 
to  love  their  kids;  it  is  to  teach  fathers  to  be  responsible  for  their 
children  and  take  financial  and  emotional  responsibility  for  their 
children,  and  while  I  am  not  one  who  loves  social  service  programs, 
I  am  someone  who — government  social  service  programs — I  do  see 
the  value  of  what  you  are  trying  to  do  on  a  community  base. 

It  is  not  a  government  program  run  by  people  in  the  government. 
It  is  people  who  care  about  people  in  the  community  who  are  doing 
this,  who  are  changing  attitudes  in  the  community.  That  is  the 
most  essential  thing  that  I  think  you  have  been  trying  to  do,  is 
change  attitudes  about  what  the  responsibilities  of  fathers  are  in 
the  community  and  what  the  role  should  be,  and  the  suggestions 
you  have  made  were  right  on  that  point,  a  national  program  to  pro- 
mote fatherhood. 

I  think  whatever  the  implementation  may  be  and  whatever  the 
role  of  government  is  I  don't  know,  and  I  appreciate  your  comments 
and  we  will  look  at  them,  but  I  think  the  fear  that  you  have  and 
what  we  have  seen  in  many  communities  is  a  deterioration  of  the 
role  of  the  father  and  the  expectation  that  it  is  OK.  We  have  to 
change  that.  We  can  do  it. 

As  Mr.  Ford  said,  the  Federal  Government  is  going  to  say  here 
is  your  responsibility,  there  is  a  financial  one,  et  cetera.  But  I  think 
it  goes  beyond  that.  I  think  that  is  a  start  so  I  agree  that  we  are 
going  to  say  to  fathers,  there  will  be  responsibility  here  and  you 
will  pay  up.  But  that  is  only  part  of  it.  I  think  it  also  has  to  be 
germinated  and  grown  in  the  community. 

I  applaud  your  effort  and  applaud  other  groups  that  I  am  famil- 
iar with  in  Pennsylvania  that  are  trying  to  do  the  same  thing  in 
restoring,  because  you  are  right,  the  African  community  had  the 
highest  rate  of  marriages  for  a  very  long  time  and  that  has 
changed  dramatically  in  the  past  30  or  40  years.  The  importance 
of  marriage  needs  to  be  reinstilled  in  a  variety  of  communities,  not 
just  the  African-American  community,  and  I  congratulate  you  on 
your  effort. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Shaw.  * 

Mr.  Shaw.  Mr.  Chairman,  I  find  myself  drifting  in  and  out  of 
agreement  with  you.  Every  time  I  think  you  are  really  going  down 
that  line  and  I  am  ready  to  jump  on  your  side  you  take  a  quick 
turn — we  will  get  this  together  before  it  is  over. 

Mr.  Ballard,  I  am  very  struck  by  your  testimony  and  I  would  like 
to  join  Mr.  Santorum  in  complimenting  you  on  your  testimony.  I 
think  you  have  done  something,  at  least  in  my  mind,  that  you  may 
not  even  realize,  and  that  is  bring  about  a  realization  of  what  has 
been  missing  from  our  JOBS  programs. 

Back  when  I  was  mayor  of  Fort  Lauderdale,  we  had  a  CETA  pro- 
gram and  some  of  the  CETA  workers  were  problems,  I  mean  the 
regular  city  employees  would  come  in  and  say,  would  you  give 
those  guys  a  different  colored  shirt  or  something  so  people  won't 
think  they  are  us. 

You  look  at  the  failure  of  so  many  JOBS  programs  that  we  have 
had.  This  is  a  JOBS  program,  welfare  reform.  The  missing  ingredi- 
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ent  is  attitude.  All  of  us  can  remember  when  we  were  in  school, 
whether  it  is  college,  high  school  or  wherever,  that  attitude  was 
what  separated  the  student  that  delivered  from  the  one  that  didn't. 
And  that,  I  think,  is  something  that  we  need  to  dwell  on. 

We  hear  so  much  about  the  California  project,  Riverside  County, 
and  how  that  seems  to  be  a  shining  star  in  JOBS  programs  and 
it  is  the  attitude  of  the  director,  which  he  requires  be  adopted  by 
his  counselors,  and  they  have  a  surprising  success  rate  that  we 
don't  see  in  other  programs. 

If  we  are  simply  going  to  set  up  areas  where  we  find  people  jobs 
and  then  shove  them  off  of  welfare  and  say  you  have  to  now 
produce  without  getting  attitude  changes,  we  won't  succeed.  A  lot 
of  people  are  on  welfare  because  they  are  sort  of  dropouts  from  so- 
ciety but  a  lot  are  there  because  they  have  never  gotten  the  right 
attitude,  they  have  never  gotten  the  proper  attitude  toward  the 
value  of  work  and  self-sufficiency. 

I  think  the  Chairman  is  really  talking  about  self-esteem  which 
comes  from  many  areas.  One  is  economic  advantage,  and  there  are 
other  areas.  I  agree  with  the  Chairman  that  if  you  can  blunt  pov- 
erty you  would  go  a  long  way  toward  getting  rid  of  the  drug  prob- 
lem and  family  violence  and  other  things  that  are  plaguing  our  so- 
ciety. No  question  that  there  is  a  connection,  but  the  underlying 
situation  is  a  question  of  working  on  attitude. 

I  would  like  to  address  Ms.  Campbell's  and  Ms.  Newbille's  com- 
ments. We  have  approached  this  issue  in  our  bill — to  increase  male 
responsibility.  We  see  fathers  fathering  kids  and  walking  away  and 
leaving  the  mother  in  poverty.  We  think  male  responsibility  is  tre- 
mendously important.  I  can  understand  where  you  are  coming  from 
as  far  as  requiring  it,  but  I  think  that  is  the  only  way  we  are  going 
to  get  there. 

But  there  is  flexibility  in  both  the  President's  bill  and  the  Repub- 
lican bill  as  to  exceptional  circumstances  where  male  responsibility 
may  end  up  with  a  violent  situation  which  we  shouldn't  have  to  ad- 
dress. 

But  I  think  Mr.  Ballard  is  coming  in  with  a  middle  ^ound,  so 
we  need  to  shift  the  focus  away  from  just  getting  even  with  a  male 
who  had  the  kid  and  walked  away  from  it  toward  trying  to  build 
a  relationship,  which  is  very  important.  When  I  practiced  law  you 
would  see  divorce  situations  that  were  just  horrible  where  each 
parent  talks  down  the  other  parent  and  it  is  terrible.  Also,  you  can 
find  situations  where  parents  realize  that  the  well-being  of  the 
child  requires,  even  though  they  may  not  like  each  other  anymore, 
that  they  be  supportive  of  each  other  in  the  roles  that  they  have 
as  mother  and  father. 

I  think  that  as  we  evolve  a  bill  out  of  this  subcommittee  we  need 
to  address  the  question  of  attitude.  I  am  not  sure  exactly  how  you 
do  it  but  I  think  that  we  have  to  approach  that,  and  I  will  be  look- 
ing forward  to  trying  to  search  out  ways  in  which  we  can  address 
that  issue  because  it  is  tremendously  important. 

Without  the  right  attitude,  you  are  just  going  to  be  beating  up 
the  father  every  month,  grabbing  checks,  throwing  him  in  jail,  and 
it  will  cost  us  as  much  money  as  we  will  get  out  of  it.  Let's  try  to 
turn  this  away  from  a  revengeful  process  against  deadbeat  dads, 
which  all  of  us  are  very  critical  of,  but  turn  it  around  into  a  pro- 
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gram  where  you  come  in  with  what  you  refer  to  as  the  proper 
chemistry  that  might  take  place,  which  is  the  ideal  situation. 
Maybe  we  can  work  on  something  to  see  that  we  go  in  that  direc- 
tion. 

Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Shaw.  I  certainly  want  Mr. 
Shaw  and  the  witnesses  to  know  that  this  is  a  national  forum  and 
a  public  debate  on  welfare.  That  is  why  we  are  here.  This  is  not 
Harold  Ford  or  members  of  the  committee — we  don't  have  all  the 
answers.  That  is  why  you  are  here. 

I  am  still  a  little  puzzled.  What  evidence  do  you  have  to  show 
that  this  85  percent  of  the  people  who  have  lost  their  jobs  or  what 
study  has  been  conducted  to  show  that  85  percent  of  the  people 
who  have  lost  their  iobs  for  attitudinal  problems  not  because  of 
plant  closings  but  what  you  made  reference  to — you  are  a  very 
prominent  spokesperson  in  this  area.  You  have  a  very  good  pro- 
gram. But  even  your  program  is  funded  bv  the  United  Way,  the 
city  of  Cleveland.  Your  program  is  funded  by  Federal  grants.  It  is 
not  private.  You  have  an  agency  and  we  need  a  lot  of  them  like 
you,  we  need  maybe  50  like  you.  I  am  not  being  critical  of  that,  but 
I  don't  want  to  lose  the  focus  on  this  subcommittee.  You  receive 
Federal  grants  to  administer  your  program.  You  receive  grants 
from  the  city  of  Cleveland  or  whatever  your  county  is,  you  receive 
grants  from  the  United  Way  to  fund  this  particular  program. 

What  I  said  earlier,  there  is  a  market  for  everyone  and  no  one 
ever  seems  to  be  removed  from  these  markets.  So  I  am  asking  what 
study  has  been  conducted,  what  evidence  is  out  there  to  show  that 
85  percent  of  these  men  or  people  have  lost  jobs — ^because  I  have 
asked  my  staff  about  it  and  I  need  to  identify  these  studies. 

Mr.  Ballard.  We  will  get  that  for  you,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Can  you  tell  me  who,  though? 

Mr.  Ballard.  I  don't  have  that  with  me  now  but  I  can  get  it  for 
you. 

Chairman  Ford.  The  subcommittee  would  like  to  have  that.  We 
try  to  keep  up  with  it  and  we  want  to  make  sure  that  we  can  see 
the  evidence  that  you  are  talking  about  because  we  haven't  seen 
anjrthing  like  that. 

[Mr.  Ballard  was  unable  to  obtain  the  information.] 

Mr.  Ballard.  Let  me  just  say,  we  don't  hire  anyone  to  work  in 
a  community  who  doesn't  live  in  the  community.  So  when  we  get 
government  dollars  or  grant  dollars  the  young  man — 3- 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Payne,  you  are  next.  You  will  be  first  on 
the  witness  list. 

Mr.  Ballard  [continuing].  The  young  man  who  works  on  our 
program  lives  in  the  community  that  he  serves.  Most  other  agen- 
cies, people  live  outside  the  city  where  the  culture  is  different  so 
there  is  a  great  gap.  During  the  fifties  all  the  doctors  and  lawyers 
who  were  role  models  to  children  lived  in  the  community  where  we 
lived. 

We  are  taking  government  dollars,  creating  iobs  for  young  fa- 
thers who  stay  in  their  own  communities  and  become  the  role 
model  that  is  missing.  So  it  is  not  simply  giving  a  job  to  someone, 
not  simply  having  a  program,  it  is  also  refurbishing  the  community 
from  the  inside  out. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Ballard,  I  praise  you,  I  applaud  you,  but  as 
we  craft  a  new  welfare  policy  we  want  to  make  sure  that  we  try 
to  provide  protection  and  growth  and  empowerment  for  all  those 
who  are  trapped  into  this  vicious  cycle.  It  is  not  directed  at  you. 

As  we  go  through  this  legislation — ^you  are  a  miracleman — we 
need  many  more  like  you — ^but  we  don't  want  to  shape  a  welfare 
policy  in  one  direction  and  still  be  faced  with  a  host  of  other  prob- 
lems that  we  did  not  incorporate  in  this  new  welfare  package. 

Ms.  Campbell,  would  you  like  to  make  a  comment? 

Ms.  Campbell.  We  agree  that  the  goal  ought  to  be  ending  pov- 
erty as  we  know  it  and  that  the  employment  situation  is  a  very  im- 
portant piece  of  that  and  the  need  for  more  jobs.  We  agree  that  pa- 
rental responsibility,  outreach  to  parents,  both  mothers  and  fa- 
thers, to  have  them  understand  the  ways  in  which  they  can  get 
support  and  their  responsibility  to  their  families  is  important,  but 
I  don't  want  us  to  lose  sight  in  all  the  discussion  about  programs 
for  fathers  that  we  still  have  mothers  who  aren't  getting  child  sup- 
port and  are  living  well  below  poverty  because  of  it.  So  I  am 
pleased  that  the  committee  is  looking  seriously  at  improving  the 
child  support  provisions  as  well  because  all  these  things  I  think 
have  to  work  together. 

Chairman  FORD.  I  tried  to  make  sure 

Ms.  Campbell.  You  did. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  for  enforcement.  I  made  it  clear  that  there 
will  be  dads,  whether  they  are  coached  to  love  their  kids  or  not, 
who  are  going  to  pay  child  support.  I  want  them  to  have  a  job  so 
they  can  be  able  to  pay  that  child  support.  That  is  a  major  focus 
of  this  subcommittee.  Overall,  I  think  we  have  to  look  at  every  as- 
pect of  it. 

I  do  appreciate  the  testimony  and  the  response  to  the  questions 
before  the  subcommittee.  Thank  you  very  much. 

The  subcommittee  is  going  to  stand  in  recess.  There  is  a  vote  on 
the  House  floor  and  it  will  take  6  or  8  minutes.  We  will  come  back 
in  about  10  minutes.  The  subcommittee  stands  adjourned  for  10 
minutes. 

[Brief  Recess.] 

Chairman  Ford.  The  subcommittee  will  come  to  order. 

We  will  call  the  next  panel  before  the  committee.  We  have  Sam- 
uel Griswold  from  the  South  Carolina  Department  of  Social  Serv- 
ices. We  have  Richard  HofFman,  president  of  Child  Support  En- 
forcement, CSE,  S.C.,  out  of  Austin,  Tex.  We  have  Robert  Melia 
from  the  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts,  the  First  Deputy  Com- 
missioner of  the  Department  of  Revenue. 

I  would  like  to  welcome  you  to  the  committee  and  apologize  as 
well.  As  all  of  you  know,  we  have  a  large  number  of  witnesses  who 
want  to  testify  on  this  issue  and  we  are  trying  to  accommodate  the 
people  who  would  like  to  testify  and  it  would  certainly  help  us  as 
we  try  to  craft  a  new  welfare  policy  in  this  country.  Those  who  are 
waiting  to  testify,  we  really  appreciate  it,  and  I  am  sorry  for  such 
a  long  wait,  but  this  is  the  process. 

At  this  time,  Mr.  Griswold,  you  are  recognized  for  your  testi- 
mony. Your  full  text  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record  and  any 
summary  and  dialog  that  you  might  want  to  have  with  the  mem- 
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bers  will  be  made  a  part  of  the  record.  You  may  proceed  at  this 
time. 

STATEMENT  OF  J.  SAMUEL  GRISWOLD,  PH.D.,  DIRECTOR, 
SOUTH  CAROLINA  DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

Mr.  Griswold.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  With  that  assurance, 
I  will  not  read  my  testimony  but  elaborate  a  little  bit  on  some  re- 
lated issues. 

South  Carolina  is  one  State  which  has  been  successful  in  reach- 
ing a  concurrence  amongst  all  those  on  the  political  spectrum  in  a 
reform  package  of  a  very  comprehensive  nature  that  it  is  commit- 
ted to  implementing.  An  interesting  aspect  of  our  reform  effort  is 
that  it  tries  to  zero  in  on  certain  of  the  administrative  difficulties 
that  we  have  to  deal  with.  For  example,  a  part  of  our  reform  effort 
is  requesting  a  number  of  1115  waivers  from  the  Federal  Govern- 
ment. This  document  is  our  summary  request  to  the  Federal  Grov- 
ernment  and  I  use  it  to  illustrate  what  I  think  might  be,  if  you 
can't  go  into  a  full  scale  welfare  reform,  certainly  something  that 
we  might  want  to  give  consideration  to,  and  that  is  the  tremendous 
administrative  burden  that  we  impose  on  ourselves  in  the  adminis- 
tration of  these  programs. 

I  am  the  Director  of  our  Department  of  Social  Services 
overseeing  both  child  support,  AFDC,  food  stamps,  and  various 
other  functions  in  South  Carolina.  I  am  one  of  those  entrenched  bu- 
reaucrats. I  have  been  there  for  2  years  and  hire  all  these 
socialworkers  and  various  other  folks  that  we  use  to  do  these  jobs. 

I  have  to  admit,  being  relatively  new  to  the  system,  that  it 
astounds  me  the  regulations  and  the  requirements  that  we  impose 
upon  ourselves.  For  example,  in  the  food  stamp  program  and  the 
AFDC  program,  both  require  major  eligibility  determination  proc- 
esses. You  can  have  the  same  folks  come  into  our  county  office 
where  the  same  person  determines  eligibility  for  programs  admin- 
istered by  two  different  Federal  bureaucracies. 

The  client  has  a  1964  Chevrolet.  The  value  of  that  Chevrolet  is 
different  under  the  food  stamp  program  than  it  is  under  the  AFDC 
program.  Consequently  because  of  the  different  way  of  valuating 
that  1964  Chevrolet,  they  may  be  eligible  for  one  program  and  not 
eligible  for  the  other.  We  have  to  go  through  extensive  training  of 
all  of  our  staff  on  two  different  eligibility  criteria  and,,  they  have  to 
apply  it  within  certain  very  narrow  error  tolerance  levels  in  deter- 
mining eligibility  for  these  folks. 

I  use  this  simply  to  suggest  to  you  that  a  tremendous  amount  of 
efficiency  could  be  realized  even  in  the  current  welfare  system  if  we 
could  realize  a  certain  consistency  in  the  way  we  approach  some  of 
these  programs  that  are  being  directed  toward  basically  the  same 
people. 

I  said  we  had  a  very  comprehensive  reform  proposed  in  South 
Carolina.  It  is  really  focusing  on  two  major  efforts.  One  is  some- 
thing we  call  a  self-sufficiency  stipend  which  would  literally  elimi- 
nate the  AFDC  program  and  replace  it  with  a  new  program,  be- 
cause our  assessment  suggests  that  the  AFDC  program  was  de- 
signed back  in  the  thirties  for  widows  and  orphans.  The  number  of 
widows  and  orphans  in  our  AFDC  caseload  is  infinitesimal.  We  are 
serving  this  rather  large  group  of  people  with  a  program  never  de- 
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signed  for  the  population  that  it  currently  serves.  We  believe  that 
surely  someone  other  than  Franklin  Roosevelt  can  come  up  with  a 
way  of  dealing  with  the  issues  of  poverty  and  deprivation  in  our 
country,  and  we  are  pleased  to  present  a  proposal  to  the  Federal 
Government  to  try  to  do  that. 

The  other  thrust  in  our  program  is  something  we  call  parental 
responsibility.  I  was  quite  interested  in  Mr,  Ballard's  testimony  be- 
fore because  there  are  certain  elements  that  Mr.  Ballard  is  propos- 
ing that  we  inject  into  our  program.  One  is  that  we  too  believe  that 
the  father  has  more  than  just  a  responsibility  to  pay  child  support. 
That  is  something  that  we  have  tried  to  build  into  our  program, 
and  we  believe  that  really  true  welfare  reform  cannot  come  into 
play  if  we  do  not  also  incorporate  daddy  in  the  process. 

The  message  we  send  in  our  AFDC  program,  for  example  to 
mama,  is  that  you  can  sleep  with  anybody  you  want  to  except 
daddy  because  if  we  find  daddy  in  your  house,  we  cut  you  off  wel- 
fare. There  is  something  inherently  strange  about  a  government 
program  that  in  our  opinion  promotes  family  dissolution. 

Child  support  enforcement  is  critical.  We  have  proposed  several 
changes  in  child  support  enforcement.  One  of  the  most  significant 
issues  relative  to  child  support  enforcement  is  first  finding  the  fa- 
ther. South  Carolina  heads  a  consortium  of  southern  States  that 
has  established  an  electronic  parent  locate  network,  EPLN,  that  ac- 
cesses databases  in  all  the  States  that  are  a  part  of  the  consortium 
and  we  can  find  daddy.  If  you  can  first  find  him,  then  the  rest  of 
the  child  support  enforcement  system  can  go  into  place  and  we  can 
make  these  court  orders  have  some  teeth  in  them.  We  have  a 
pooled  tool  to  find  daddy  in  these  consortium  States  and  we  do  it. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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TESTIMONY  BY  J.  SAMUEL  GRISWOLD,  Ph.D.  BEFORE  THE 
I  UmAU  RESOURCES  SUBGOMMRTEE  OF  THE  WAYS  AND  MEANS 
COMMm  £E  OF  THE  UNITED  STATES  HOUSE  OF 
REPRESENTATIVES 

July  28. 1994 

Thank  you  Mr.  Chairman  and  members  of  the  commllfee  for  allowing  us  to 
presont  testiinony  to  you  today  on  the  subject  of  welfare  reform.  My  name 
is  J.  Samuel  Griswold  and  I  am  the  State  Director  of  the  South  Catoiina 
depariniient  of  Social  Services.  I  have  held  this  position  foi  the  past  thiiee 
year!>.  Prior  to  this,  I  served  as  the  Deputy  Executive  Director  or  the  South 
Carolina  Budget  and  Control  Board,  thus  I  am  very  familiar  wiih  state 
government  and  the  expenditures  it  makes  for  welfare  services. 

Today  in  South  Carolina,  as  well  as  throughout  the  UnilGd  States,  there  Is  a 
national  debate  on  welfare  reform.  The  outcome  of  this  debate  will  have  far 
reaching  implications  not  only  for  the  poor  or  near  poor,  but  for  all  our 
clilzens,  social  Institutions,  and  the  nation's  economy.  While  there  are  many 
different  systems,  m&lhods,  techniques,  and  approaches  being  proposed, 
ihem  is  a  consensus  of  opinion  that  f/ie  welfare  system  presently  available 
to  address  the  needs  of  the  nation's  poor  citizens  is  not  working. 

Except  for  tlia  Family  Support  Act  of  1988,  there  have  been  relatively  few 
changes  to  the  AFDC  program  since  it  began  in  the  1930's.  The  program 
was  iniiiatad  to  provida  economic  socutity  for  widows  and  fathorioss 
children.  It  was  not  expected  that  mothers  would  wor{(  outside  the  home  as 
thsy  now  oiften  do.  The  current  population  served  is  very  different  from  the 
original  population.  Most  mothers  on  AFDC  are  not  widows,  and  children 
who  receive  AFDC  today  typically  are  not  orphans.  America's  economy  has 
been  drastically  restructured  over  the  past  decades,  llhis  restructuring  itas 
had  a  significant  impact  on  the  types  of  work  avaUable  for  low-skilled 
people,  including  those  on  welfare. 

Osborne  and  Gaebler  in  their  book,  Reinventing  Government,  point  out  that 
government's  role  when  reforming  welfarB  should  be  to  increase 
opportunities  for  the  poor  to  enter  the  mainstream,  to  have  jobs,  and  to 
eyerciss  individual  responsibility. 

To  that  end,  the  1993  South  Carolina  House  of  Representatives  passed 
House  Resolution  H4190.  mandating  the  creation  of  a  task  force  made  up  of 
over  thirty  members  from  the  South  Carolina  House  of  Representatives, 
state  agencies,  private  organizations  and  recipients  to  study  all  aspects  of 
the  problem  of  welfare  dependency  in  South  Carolina  and  to  submit  its 
racommendations  for  reform  to  the  South  Carolina  House  by  January  15, 
1994.  Upon  passage  of  this  resolution  staff  at  the  S.C.  Department  of 
Social  Services  immediately  began  woit<ing  to  gather  the  following  types  of 
data: 

<^  survey  of  the  literature  on  the  effectiveness  of  welfare  systems 
^  welfare  reform  initiatives  undertaken  by  other  states 
•^  demographic  and  statistical  data  on  South  Carolina 's  welfare  and 
general  populations 

This  inforrnation  was  gathered  into  a  handbook  entitled.  l/We/fam 
Refomi-)Wa/{/ng  It  work  for  Evetybody:  The  Challenge  of  Self-Sufficiency  In 
the  Nineiiea. 
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The  first  meeting  of  the  entire  task  force  was  held  Tuesday,  October  5 
1993.  The  task  force  was  organized  by  Its  chalnmen  Into  three  study 
groups: 

a  Self-Sufficlancy  Study  Group 

tt  Family  Responsibility  Study  Group 

•  Welfare  Delivery  and  Accountability  Study  Group 

Tlie  Self  Suifficlency  Study  Group's  mission  was  to  assess  and  devetop 
Innovative  strategies  to  provide  Intervention  and  assistance  for  welfare 
families  and  serve  as  a  trainsilionoi  bridge  leading  to  decreased  dependence 
on  tlie  systom;  to  provide  incentives  for  increased  Seif-Sufficiency;  and  to 
redesign  existing  progranns  to  better  enable  AFDC  recipients  to  obtain  an 
adequate  standard  of  living  by  working. 

The  Family  Responsibility  Study  Group's  mission  was  to  Identify  ways  to 
effediveiy  reallocate  limited  lieallh  and  social  services  resources  by 
creating  strategies  that  stress  responsible  family  planning,  emphasize 
reciprocal  obligations  between  the  Slate  and  AFDC  clients  and  prevent  the 
need  for  pubite  assistance. 

The  Welfare  Delivery  and  Accountabilliy  Study  Group's  mission  was  to 
design  sydem  aGcountat)llity  and  control  measures  tlrat  will  minimise  tho 
potential  for  abuse  and  fraud  and  to  develop  quality  assurance  mechanisms 
that  will  produce  the  efficient  and  effective  delivery  and  use  of  services. 

Each  of  the  study  groups  met  numerous  times  over  the  course  of  12  weeks. 
The  study  groups  compiled  and  analyzed  Information  for  the  development  of 
specific  recommendations,  which  they  reported  to  the  full  task  in  December 
1993.  The  voting  members  of  the  task  force  met  several  times  in  December 
and  January  to  develop  the  final  report  based  on  the  sthdy  group 
recommendations.  The  Final  Report  of  the  South  Carolina  House  of 
R&presentatn/es  Task  Force  on  Welfare  Reform,  was  submllled  to  the 
Speaker  of  the  S.C.  House  on  January  14. 1994. 

The  recomnfiendalions  contained  In  tho  Final  Repoti  of  the  South  Carolina 
l^ousB  of  Representatives  Task  Feme  on  Welfare  Reform  were  used  as  a 
basis  to  develop  specific  legislative  initiatives.  Although  the  legislative 
iniiiatsves  were  not  passed  by  the  General  Assembly,  provision  was  made 
for  a  Welfare  Reform  Pilot  Project  in  a  proviso  contained  In  the  1994-95 
General  Appropriations  Ad.  This  proviso  allocated  $2  million  to  the  S.C. 
Department  of  Social  Servtees  for  development  of  a  four  county  welfare 
rftfonm  pilot  project  based  on  the  recommendaltons  made  in  tire  task  force's 
final  report. 

The  astounding  part  of  developing  the  welfare  reform  process  In  South 
Carolir^a.  is  that  both  conservatives  and  liberals  came  together  with 
relatively  liltle  dissension  around  three  guiding  principles.  Welfaro  rofomi 
must  support  the  family,  promote  social  reciprocity  and  be  community 
based.  Consensus  on  the  these  guiding  principles  formed  the  vision  for 
welfare  refonm  In  South  Carolina.  At  the  national  level  no  such  vision  of 
welfare  refonrn  has  bean  enunciated.  The  closest  we  have  come  to  a 
statement  of  national  vision  is,  "we  must  reform  welfare  as  we  now  know  it." 
if  we  are  going  to  have  meaningful  welfare  reform  we  must  reach  consensus 
on  guiding  principles.  We  must  decide  what  we  want  our  new  system  to  do, 
not  what  we  dislike  in  our  cun-ent  system. 

In  South  Carolina  the  strength  of  our  welfare  reforni  process  Is  that  within 
the  framework  of  family,  social  reciprocity  and  community  we  debated  each 
Hem  for  lnclusk>n  In  the  program.  If  an  item  failed  the  test  of  compliance 
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wKh  the  principles,  It  did  not  bGcoma  part  of  our  welfare  reform  program. 
These  three  principles  are  explained  as  follows: 

1  lu)  l-amily  Is  the  bm\r,  building  block  of  our  sodelV-  It  is  clearty  an 
inslilntion  in  crisis  in  America  today.  There  needs  to  be  a  strong  national 
and  state  policy  commilmsntto  supporting  and  strengthening  of  the  family 
and  the  values  that  sustain  it. 

and  the^nslllution^swhicJLproyldel.  While  society  has  a  certain  obligation 
to"*'provide  support,  opportunity  and  preparation,  Individuals  also  have  n 
responsibility  for  their  own  well-being,  to  avail  theiTiselves  of  opportunities, 
and  to  contribute  to  the  overall  good  of  sodety  through  productive 
employment  or  other  contributions. 

.qfftte  and  community-based  appmaches  will  have  the  highest  likelihood  of 
success.  It  Is  important  that  states  and  communitias,  in  whicfi  Issues  and 
problems  coriiributing  to  dependency  eyist,  acknowledge  a  sense  of 
ownership  in  the  problems  and  invest  themselves  in  the  solutions.  State 
and  community-based  programs  sliouid  have  enough  flexiblllly  to  design 
approaches  specific  to  the  unique  character  of  the  problems  and  cultures  of 
the  localities  In  which  people  live. 

Specific  components  which  should  be  reflected  in  the  reform  programs  are 

as  follows: 

^  The  family  structure  should  be  supported  and  encouraged  In 
program  design.  Current  programs  have  built  in  disincentives  to 
maintenance  and  support  of  the  family  unit  and  the  exercise  of 
parental  tesponsibiirties. 

i>  The  father  as  well  as  the  mother  should  ba  included  in  programs. 
Cun-ent  programs  (with  the  exception  of  child  support  enforcement) 
focus  almost  exclusively  on  the  mother  and  her  dependent  clilldren. 
Fathers  should  be  expected  to  do  more  than  merely  nix)vkle 
ecx>nomlc  support.  Guirent  programs  (including  child  support 
enforcement)  contain  disincentives  for  fathers  to  assume  iheir  family 
responsibilities  In  all  facets.  This  should  change. 

"  Progmms  should  have  tangible  goals  for  client-specific 
achievements  to  move  them  toward  self-sufficiency.  These  should 
b&  developed  with  clients  and  should  have  specific  time  limitations. 
We  should  wori<  "with"  clients,  not  "on"  them  and  agree  on  time 
limited  goals  after  which  support  would  cease. 

u  Programs  should  incorporate  a  strong  set  of  values  focusing  on  the 
family  and  societal  expectations.  This  should  incorporate 
involvement  of  local  community  groups  such  as  churclies,  schools, 
and  civic  organisations.  We  have  shied  away  from  this  component 
in  program  design  to  the  point  that  programs  are  bureaucratically 
sleiile  and  no  message  Is  sent  to  clients  on  what  expectations  are 
for  their  role  in  society,  the  job  marKet,  family  responslbllilies  and 
individual  responsibilities  for  self-sufficiency. 

«'  Programs  should  eliminate  the  current  contradictions  and 
"dependency  brainwashing"  that  exists.  The  categorical  nature  of 
our  welfare  "system"  sends  contradictory  messages  to  clients  and 
greatly  corrtributes  to  administrative  inetficiency.  One  can  build  the 
argument  that  our  current  programs  actually  woric  "too  well."  Clients 
are  responding  to  what  we  do,  not  what  we  say  or  hope  to  have 
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come  out  of  these  programs.  Interfaces  and  integration  of  programs 
stiould  be  In  place  to  eliminate  these  contradictions. 

o  Programs  should  be  designed  to  thoroughly  incorporate  work 
support  components  to  encourage  the  transition  from  dependency  to 
the  world  of  work.  Current  programs  send  contradictory  messages 
lo  clients  which  sometimes  make  dependency  a  more  viable 
economic  alternalive  flian  work.  The  transition  lo  work  should  be 
smooth,  sure,  and  a  more  viable  allemative  economically. 
Supportive  transition  services  (child  care,  transporialion.  health  care, 
improvement  of  self-esteem,  etc.)  should  be  phased  In  and  out  in  a 
nnanner  which  clearly  makes  the  transHron  in  the  clients'  best 
interests. 

"Greater  use  should  be  made  of  expertenco-based  oounsetors. 
Nothing  succeeds  like  success  itself.  Using  people  who  have  "been 
there"  and  are  now  successful  as  counselors  creates  greater 
empattry  with  tlie  client,  greater  credibility  with  the  client,  and 
minimizes  the  excuses. 

<'  There  should  be  clear  program  paranieters  and  expectations,  but 
there  should  be  enough  flexibility  that  states  and  communities  can 
design  or  select  alternatives  that  best  meet  tocal  problenrK  and 
needs. 

f  The  system  should  Include  "carrotsT  as  well  as  "sticks."  It  should  be 
clear  to  clients  that  the  system,  and  uRimately  leaving  the  system, 
has  definite  rewards  built  in.  Contrarily,  not  participating  and 
progressing  in  ihe  program  should  have  clear  penalties. 

o  Programs  should  taka  advantage  of  dramatic  enhancements  In 
technology  not  only  in  program  administration  but  also  in  the  actual 
delivery  of  services  to  clients.  Data  networks,  ttBlnIng  programs, 
and  the  looming  fiber  optkis  revolution  can  prevkie  new  horizons  for 
effective  and  etnclenl  service  delivery. 

*  There  should  be  a  strong  emphasis  on  enhancing  Itfe  skills, 
parenting  skOls,  home  budgeting,  and  appropriate  sociali2:atk)n  of 
males. 

^  Some  accumulation  of  assets  should  be  aOowed  for  Investment  in  a 
home,  education,  mtero-buslnass,  etc.  You  have  to  ba  "dirt  poor"  to 
get  on  our  cunrent  system,  but  you  afeo  have  to  stay  "diri  poor'  to 
continue  even  linnited  pariicipation.  Tliere  Is  no  incentive  to  tiy  to 
begin  to  accumulate  wealth  because  the  minute  you  do,  the 
resources  of  the  current  system  are  cut  off. 

Clearly  designing  a  welfare  system  whteh  meets  these  goals  and  challenges 
k  a  formidable  task.  The  S.C.  IDeparimont  of  Social  Services  proposes  a 
new  concept-the  Self-Suffk;iency  Siipend-to  enable  citizens  to  become 
independent.  The  concept  represents  a  slgnlrlcanl  change  In  the  provision 
of  benefits  and  services.  This  concept  places  the  responsibility  for  the  care 
and  nurturing  of  chikJren  on  their  parents,  where  tt  belongs. 

South  Carolina  proposes  to  change  the  focus  of  the  welfare  program. 
Cun^entty  approximately  700  Economic  Servtee  Workers  expend  100 
percent  of  their  working  hours  to  meet  one  goal:  providing  monetary 
benefits  to  clients.  These  workers  spend  hour^  cirecking  and  rechecking 
cases  to  ensure  that  a  family  entitled  to  a  ben^  of  $200  does  not  receive  a 
chackfor$187or$206. 
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Workers  carry  caseload  of  200-275  families  and  have  faoa-lo-face  contact 
wirh  llmrn  ones  a  year  at  an  annual  rovlew.  No  time  or  effort  is  expended  on 
moving  those  families  toward  self-sufndency,  since  it  raquirss  all  the 
caseworiter's  effort  to  maintain  the  status  quo. 

Non^xempt  adults  are  referred,  of  course,  to  tJ>e  JOBS  program.  Here  the 
focus  is  on  providing  training,  education  and  Jobs.  But  again  caseloads  are 
high -<350-400  per  worker  and  resources  are  limited.  In  addition  to  high 
caseloads  and  limited  resources,  both  workers  and  clients  perceive  a 
separation  of  goals  -getting  a  check  is  not  tied  to  getting  a  job.  DIffereni 
workers  and  dirforant  programs  govern  those  two  separate  goals.  This 
separation  sands  a  strong  message  to  the  clients  we  serve:  •getting  a 
welfare  check  is  an  end  in  itself.'' 

The  Seif-SufnclGncy  and  Parental  Responsibility  Program-welfare  reform  In 
S.C.~is  based  on  a  holistic  model.  Casemanagers  are  assigned  to  provide, 
coordinate,  and  facilitate  all  the  services  provided  to  a  client,  economic  as 

well  as  social. 

Clients  who  apply  for  APDC/Food  Stamp  benefits  will  have  an  Initial 
interview  to  deteimine  economic  eligibility.  The  economic  eligibility 
determination  process  will  be  streamlined  to  enable  casemanagers  to  spend 
most  of  their  time  assisting  families  in  achieving  self-sufficiency. 

Following  the  economic  assessment  an  appointment  will  be  scheduled  for 
the  Individual  to  return  for  a  comprehensive  assessment.  This  assessmetrt 
will  help  to  defrne  the  family's  needs  and  the  barriers  present  within  tha 
family  which  prevent  them  from  attaining  S8lf-<sufflciency. 

The  casamanager  will  then  *nect  with  the  adult  family  hiember  to  develop 
the  individualized  Self-Sufficiency  Plan  (ISP).  This  plan  is  a  racipnocal 
egreement  between  the  family  arrd  the  agency.  Within  tho  plan  a  vocational 
objective  will  be  identified  for  each  adult  and  steps  to  be  taken  to  achieve 
this  objective  will  be  defined.  Services  to  be  piwided  to  elirr^inate  or 
rrrinimizo  barviers  will  be  listed  and  rosponslbllltles  of  parerrts  will  be  claariy 
enumerated.  Finally.  tt?e  amount  of  time  needed  to  achieve  the  ISP  will  bo 
determined  and  included  as  part  of  the  plan.  Except  in  unusual 
circumstances,  benefits  will  temninato  at  the  end  of  the  lime  agreed  upon  to 
achieve  the  goals  In  the  ISP. 

TYie  plan  will  require  that  pamnts  ensure  children  receivo  pniper 
immunizations  and  health  screenings,  also  that  the  children  attend  school 
riegularly.  It  will  requiro  parents  to  be  appropriately  Involved  with 
parent/teacher  organizations  and  other  school  functions. 

In  short,  tlie  plan  will  require  that  parents  support  children  both  financially 
and  emotionally. 

This  plan  agreed  upon  and  signed  by  the  casemanager  and  the  client 
becomes  Ihe  blueprint  for  the  family  to  attain  irrdependence  and 
self  sufficiency.  Tlio  casemanager  will  act  as  a  counselor,  facilitator,  and 
mflrsager  Uiroughout  the  lifo  of  the  case.  The  casemanager  will  meet  with 
the  client  as  needed  to  ensure  that  goals  are  being  rmet,  offering  support 
arrd  assistance  Irr  resolvirrg  difficulties.  The  casemanager  will  work  wiili  the 
entire  family  to  assist  the  family  to  ramaitr  intact  as  it  moves  towarxl 
self-sufficiency.  The  casemanager  will  monitor  to  make  sure  children  are 
attending  school  and  will  work  to  see  that  ttie  family  has  adequate  arul  safe 
living  quarters  and  that  basic  needs  are,  met.  When  necessary,  the 
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caseimanager  will  refer  Ihe  client  or  family  outside  the  agency  for  addRlonal 
counseling  and  services. 

Upon  completion  of  the  goals  set  forth  In  tlie  ISP,  tlie  individual  will  be 
considered  job  ready.  It  Individuals  have  not  found  employment  in  their 
specified  vocalion  within  30  days,  they  will  be  Instructed  to  look  for  any 
employment  available . 

At  tlie  end  of  30  days,  if  the  Individual  has  not  found  employnvant,  the 
Self-Sufilciency  Stipend    (AFDC,  Food  Stamps,  and  Medicaid)  will  be 
temtinated  unless  tlie  client  agrees  to  both  of  the  following  conditions: 

^  The  Individual  agrees  to  accept  any  employment  offered;  and.  In  the 
alternative 

"  The  individual  agrees  to  accept  work  experience  placentent  In  a 
public  or  private  entity. 

The  casemanager  will  work  with  the  dient.  and  eveiy  effort  will  be  made  to 
assist  the  client  in  becoming  employed.  The  casemanager  will  continue  to 
meet  with  the  client  as  long  as  he/she  racalves  assistance,  on  an  as  needed 
basis,  to  ensure  that  the  client  is  actively  pursuing  employment. 

This  plan  Is  a  reciprocal  agreement  with  definite  consequences  for  failure  to 
comply.  If  a  client  does  not  comply  with  the  requirements  of  ttie  plan  the 
entire  family  will  loose  eligibility  for  AFDC,  Food  Stamps  and  Medicaid. 
Clearly,  the  parent  must  accept  responsibilily  for  doing  everything  wiihin 
his/her  power  to  make  the  family  self-sufficient. 

In  addition  to  leahaping  the  eligibility  process,  South  Carolina  has  also 
applied  to  the  Administratloixfor  Children  and  Families'^eeklng  W3.ivers  to 
modify  current  AFDC  policy  to  ensure  that  li  refleccs  the  new  nealilies  of  our 
economy  and  our  society. 

Policy  witliin  the  AFDC  program  must  support  the  goals  and  values  of 
self-sufficiency.  Consequently,  the  Section  1(15  Waivers  South  Carolina 
has  requested  encompasses  the  following  policy  changes: 

^  To  encourage  family  fonmalion  and  discourage  family  breakup,  the 
parental  deprivation  rule  will  be  eliminated,  allowing  two  parent 
families  to  participate  In  the  Self-Sufficiency  and  Parental 
Responsibility  program. 

^  In  order  to  ensure  that  clients  reenter  the  work  force  qufckly  after  the 
biilh  of  a  child  the  parents  In  the  self-sufficiency  and  parental 
rQsponslbilily  program  will  be  required  to  parilclpato  in 
salf-suffteiency  activities  when  the  youngest  child  is  six  months  old. 

^  To  promote  work  and  independence  and  to  reduce  the  disincentive 
to  employment  revise  the  earned  income  dlsregand  to  50  percent  of 
gross  earnings. 

0  To  encourage  the  development  of  Job  skills  and  independence, 
exclude  the  income  of  a  minor  child  when  determining  eligibility  or 
payment  amount, 

^  In  order  to  ensure  that  families  have  reliable  transportation  to  get 
lliem  to  and  fmm  the  work  place,  the  $1500  equity  cap  on  vehicles 
will  be  removed  and  one  vehicle  per  family  will  be  disregarded 
regardless  of  ©quiiy  or  fair  market  value. 
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<>  To  encourage  saving  and  building  for  the  future,  dlsreganj  interest 
and  dividend  income. 

u  To  permit  families  to  estabiisti  savings  that  can  help  them  weather 
emergencies  without  reentering  public  assistance,  raise  the  resource 
limit  to  $3000  fmm  $1000. 

^  To  help  families  plan  for  the  future  and  act  responsibly  In  planning 
for  emergencies,  disregard  the  cash  value  of  life  Insurance. 

•-  To  increase  child  support  collections  and  ensure  that  non-custodial 
parents  do  not  relinquish  responsibility  for  children  ,  require  (by  court 
order)  the  participation  of  non-custodial  parents  in  the 
Self-SirfRciency  and  Parental  Responsibility  progmm. 

<^To  encourage  tiie  formation  of  families  and  to  encourage  two  income 
familiss,  allow  the  same  income  exclusion  for  stepparents  as  for  any 
other  member  whose  Income  will  be  considered  In  the  budget. 

^  To  provide  maximum  transitional  assistance  to  families  as  they 
move  from  public  assistance  to  worlc 

We  believe  tliese  waivers  will  help  families  to  attain  tlieir  maximum  level  of 
independence,  selfHSufflclency  and  self-esteem.  We  anxiously  anticipate 
tlie  prompt  approval  of  U^ese  waivers  by  the  Administration  for  Children  and 
Families. 

Child  support  enforcement  Is  also  a  critical  component  of  any  type  of 
welfare  reform.  In  fact  the  first  line  of  defense  is  tlie  enforcement  of  parents' 
iBsponsibilily  for  their  children.  Botli  custodial  and  non-custodlal  parienl 
must  accept  this  responsibility  for  their  children. 

To  ensure  that  children  receive  the  support  they  need  South  Carolina  has 
paissed  several  items  of  legislation  relating  to  child  support  enforcement, 
lr\cltjdihg  bills  to  make  voluntary  paternity  and  child  support  agreements 
KBcognizabie  and  enforceable  in  a  court  of  law.  South  Carolina  is  pursuing 
the  passage  of  additional  legislation  whicli  will  be  more  far-ideaching. 
Proposed  legislation  includes: 

"^  Requiring  Social  Security  Numbers  (SSN)  or  an  application  for  a 
SSN  of  all  persons  listed  on  birth  certificates,  mamage  licenses,  and 
marriage  certificates. 

*  Procedures  for  attaching  Insurance  settlements  for  collecting  child 
support  an-earages. 

o  Revoking  drivers  licenses  and  professional  licenses  of  parents  who 
fail  to  pay  child  support  as  ordanad. 

The  improvoment  of  child  support  collections  is  one  of  the  most  efficient 
strategies  for  preventing  the  need  for  public  assistance  for  some  families 
and  for  helping  others  get  off  AFDC. 

Another  strategy  of  cnicial  importance  to  improving  the  status  of  the  poor 
citizens  of  South  Carolina  and  the  nation  is  the  teaching  of  family  life  sidlls. 
Many  Welfare  racipier^ls  tiave  not  been  provided  opportunities  to  learn  basic 
parenting  skills,  financial  planning,  nutiilional  icnow  how,  family  planning 
and  methods  to  cope  with  family  crises.  A  major  aspect  of  the 
Self-sufficiency  and  Parental  Responsibility  program  Is  the  requirement  that 
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mectpienls  participate  In  a  family  life  skills  training  course.  Such  a  program 
will  address  as  one  of  its  major  components  the  prevention  of  teenage 
pregnancy. 

In  conclusion  South  Canollna  envisions  a  reformed  assistance  program 
which  Joins  the  recipient  and  the  community  In  a  program  tailored  to  enable 
families  to  develop  to  the  point  that  they  am  economically  Independent. 

Welfane  fefomi  cannot  be  perceived  as  the  sole  province  of  the  agency 
responsible  for  welfare.  We  must  motivate  and  Involve  other  agencies, 
some  of  them  new  to  tlie  welfare  arena,  before  a  solution  can  be  realized. 
Agencies  such  as,  the  Department  of  Commerce,  the  Technical  Education 
System.  Vocational  Itehabilltatlon,  and  the  Department  of  Education  must 
play  vital  roles  In  true  reform.  Additionally,  private  sector  employers  must 
be  extensively  involved  in  providing  Job  opportunities  for  welfare  recipients. 

Real  welfare  reform  must  take  place  In  tlie  communities  whar«  recipients 
live  and  work.  It  must  involve  organisations  at  the  local  level  such  as, 
churches,  local  governments,  civic  organizations,  recneatlon  commissions 
and  health  departments. 

In  the  search  for  meaningful  welfare  reform  most  citizens  loo!(  to  the  federal 

and  state  governments  for  solutlorrs.  We  must  change  the  fociis  from  these 
levels  of  government  to  the  local  community  level.  That  is,  we  must  convert 
the  problem  from  a  big  government  problem  to  a  community  problem-one 
that  affects  everyone  who  lives  and  works  within  tlie  community. 

This  new  system  will  not  be  achieved  overnight;  it  will  take  time  to  bring  it  to 
iieality.  but  it  can  be  done.  Ttnis  new  system  recognizes  that  those  receiving 
assistance  do  not  do  so  by  choice  but  by  necessity  and  circumstance.  In 
addition,  it  recognizes  that  b^/  respecting  the  dignity  of  tire  family  and  ifie 
individual  lYiore  positive  nesufe  can  be  achieved.  We  believe  that  we  can 
achieve  such  a  new  system.  We  ask  tliat  you  allow  South  Carolina  and  all 
slates  the  rieyibiliiy  to  design  programs  tirat  work  for  all  our  citizens.  I  will 
be  happy  to  respond  to  any  que^ions. 


682 

Chairman  Ford.  In  South  Carolina,  a  welfare  mother,  recipient, 
cannot  have  a  husband  living  in  the  household? 

Mr.  Griswold.  That  is  correct  with  minor  exceptions,  and  I  think 
you  will  find  that  relatively  common  in  many  other  States. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  have  said  it  all  along  on  this  subcommittee, 
but  everybody  shies  away,  we  talk  about  we  want  to  teach  fathers 
how  to  be  with  their  kids,  and  the  Federal  Government  is  doing 
this  since  60  years  ago  when  we  put  a  policy  in  place  for  welfare 
designed  to  break  up  famihes,  designed  for  women  not  to  work. 

We  are  criticizing  the  welfare  population.  We  are  adding  a  bur- 
den and  responsibility  that  is  not  theirs.  We  have  imposed  this 
problem  and  we  want  to  use  the  political  rhetoric  for  political  pur- 
poses and  to  use  this  population  like  a  football  and  not  try  to  craft 
something  that  is  workable  to  move  people  out  of  the  welfare  sys- 
tem into  me  work  force.  I  want  to  do  that. 

I  am  glad  to  hear  someone  from  South  Carolina  come  to  this  sub- 
committee and  tell  us  that,  because  everybodv  is  talking  about — 
even  the  administration's  bill — we  might  as  well  face  up  to  who  has 
created  this  problem.  It  has  not  been  these  women  alone  and  cer- 
tainly these  children  are  not  to  blame  for  these  problems. 

I  am  proud  to  know  that  you  would  come  to  the  subcommittee 
and  tell  us  all  that  bureaucratic  redtape  you  have  there  for  more 
and  more  socialworkers  to  digest  and  interpret  and  try  to  admin- 
ister is  totally  outdated.  It  is  broke,  it  should  be  fixed,  and  we 
should  replace  it. 

The  President  has  said,  end  welfare  as  we  know  it.  We  should 
because  it  is  a  system  that  has  destroyed  many  families.  I  am  talk- 
ing about  out-of-wedlock  births.  Well,  the  government  wants  to 
know  paternity  right  away,  she  can't  sleep  with  her  husband,  but 
she  can  sleep  with  someone  else. 

The  policy  is  wrong.  We  want  to  say,  let  these  women  just  go  to 
work.  They  want  workfare  and  welfare  to  add  billions  of  more  dol- 
lars. That  is  not  the  answer  to  this  problem.  If  the  Clinton  admin- 
istration is  serious  about  this,  if  the  Republicans  are  serious  about 
this,  if  the  Mainstream  Democrats  are  serious  about  this,  we  ought 
to  get  about  the  business  of  creating  jobs  and  matching  up  skills 
to  place  people  in  the  work  force  and  stop  coming  here  telling  us 
we  are  going  to  have  another  entitlement  layer  in  the  welfare  sys- 
tem to  confuse  it  even  more.  That  is  not  fair  and  I  think  the  public 
debate  ought  to  be  what  you  are  talking  about  and  the  government 
ought  to  face  its  faults  and  try  to  correct  these  problems.  I  appre- 
ciate it.  Commissioner, 

Mr.  Hoffman,  you  are  recognized. 

STATEMENT  OF  RICHARD  (CASEY)  HOFFMAN,  PRESmENT, 
CHFLD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT,  AUSTIN,  TEX. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  good  afternoon.  I 
am  Casey  Hoffman,  president  of  Child  Support  Enforcement,  CSE, 
a  private  company  that  was  established  to  collect  child  support  on 
behalf  of  private  clients. 

By  way  of  background,  I  practiced  family  law  for  18  years  in 
Massachusetts,  during  which  time  I  also  served  as  president  of  the 
Massachusetts  State  Bar  Association  and  on  the  Governor's  Child 
Support  Commission.  In  1986,  I  was  appointed  Special  Assistant 
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Attorney  General  to  direct  the  Texas  child  support  program.  I 
served  as  the  IV-D  director  for  5  years  when  Bob  Romanow,  a  dis- 
tinguished and  successful  businessman  from  Massachusetts,  de- 
cided to  support  the  privatization  of  the  government's  effort  to  col- 
lect child  support. 

My  company  is  a  member  of  the  Child  Support  Council,  a  non- 
profit association  of  businesses  founded  by  Darryll  Grubbs  to  im- 
prove child  support  enforcement.  I  am  also  a  member  of  the  board 
of  directors  of  the  National  Child  Support  Enforcement  Association. 

Government  statistics  indicate  that  $27  billion  of  child  support 
went  uncollected  in  1992.  At  this  point  in  time,  it  is  estimated  that 
there  are  10  million  families  who  are  not  getting  the  child  support 
they  deserve.  The  mounting  backlog  of  millions  of  cases  and  the 
ever-increasing  number  of  new  cases  overwhelm  the  best  efforts  of 
all  State  child  support  enforcement  agencies.  Despite  all  the  inno- 
vative legislation  passed  in  the  last  10  years,  government-funded 
IV-D  programs  have  never  collected  for  more  than  one  out  of  every 
five  families.  Over  the  last  14  years  we  have  only  seen  an  increase 
of  less  than  2  percent  in  the  percentage  of  paying  child  support 
cases.  In  the  most  recent  year  of  reported  statistics,  the  percentage 
actually  decreased  from  19.3  to  18.7  percent. 

The  administration's  plan  proposes  solutions  that  are  well 
thought  out  and  would  clearly  make  a  difference  in  solving  the 
problem  if  the  taxpayers  could  afford  them.  In  fact,  their  proposal 
is  so  thorough  that  it  exacerbates  one  problem.  It  perpetuates  the 
myth  that  the  government  can  successfully  resolve  the  existing 
caseload  when  it  can't.  Congress  and  the  States  could  never  afford 
to  fund  all  the  JOBS  and  computer  projects  that  they  are  proposing 
in  the  legislation  before  you.  Although  Paul  Legler  has  done  an  ad- 
mirable job  developing  a  far-reaching  plan  and  Judge  David  Ross 
is  doing  an  outstanding  job  at  OCSE,  the  title  IV-D  program  is 
failing  millions  of  families  who  urgently  need  child  support  services 
and  it  will  continue  to  fail  if  the  caseload  can't  be  reduced  to  man- 
ageable levels. 

Having  provided  a  detailed  written  statement  on  how  the  child 
support  program  must  be  reinvented  to  accomplish  the  goals  of 
welfare  reform,  I  would  like  to  focus  my  testimony  on  the  impor- 
tant role  of  the  private  sector  in  solving  the  problem  and  the  need 
to  reduce  the  government  caseload  to  manageable  levels. 

The  one  question  that  we  get  asked  over  and  over  again  is  how 
is  it  that  you  are  able  to  find  85  percent  of  the  people  you  go  after 
and  collect  on  60  percent  of  those  cases?  Why  can't  the  government 
do  that?  Part  of  the  answer  is  simple.  Although  we  hire  former  gov- 
ernment investigators,  we  keep  their  caseload  at  less  than  three  to 
five  times  that  of  their  government  counterpart. 

We  do  not  allow  our  dedicated  staff  to  be  overrun  by  the  caseload 
which  is  exactly  what  happens  in  each  and  every  State  program. 
Legislation  can  be  passed  which  would  significantly  reduce  the  gov- 
ernment caseload. 

First,  there  must  be  more  voluntary  compliance  in  our  country. 
This  can  only  happen  if  the  penalties  for  nonsupport  are  swift, 
sure,  severe  and  rarely  forgiven.  Imposing  hefty  interest  charges  as 
well  as  monetary  penalties  that  can't  be  waived  would  be  an  excel- 
lent start.  But  mandatory  weekend  jailtime  after  the  first  offense 
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must  also  be  legislated.  The  administration's  plan  does  not  address 
these  issues. 

Second,  case  prioritization  must  be  imposed  through  a  two-tiered 
case  management  system  described  in  my  written  testimony.  In  the 
first  tier,  the  government  must  serve  the  needs  of  families  who  are 
on  welfare  or  are  in  danger  of  having  to  turn  to  the  welfare  system. 
Only  after  a  State  has  certified  that  this  caseload  has  been  worked 
can  they  begin  to  work  the  "tier  two"  cases,  the  cases  in  the  second 
tier. 

The  administration's  plan  assumes  that  all  cases  can  be  worked 
successfully  without  any  form  of  prioritization.  The  historical  evi- 
dence suggests  that  this  is  impossible. 

Last,  the  administration's  plan  does  not  encourage  private  sector 
involvement  as  part  of  the  solution  for  effectively  working  the  case- 
load. Consistent  with  Vice  President  Gore's  public  statements,  com- 
petition by  the  private  sector  can  be  viewed  as  essential  to 
reinventing  government  and  having  it  be  more  effective.  On  a  very 
practical  level,  each  case  worked  by  the  private  sector  is  one  less 
case  of  the  government  to  work. 

There  has  been  a  lot  of  testimony  about  the  creation  of  iobs.  I 
am  proud  to  say  that  in  our  company,  25  percent  of  the  people  who 
work  in  our  company  were  people  who  were  former  clients  of  ours, 
who  experienced  the  child  support  enforcement  problem,  and  who 
know  it  better  than  anybody  else  and  who  have  a  way  of  working 
with  our  clients.  I  appreciate  the  opportunity  to  testify  before  the 
committee,  Mr.  Chairman,  and  thank  you  again. 

[The  prepared  statement  follows:] 
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TESTIFYING  BEFORE  THE  US   HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES,  WAYS  AND  MEANS 
SUBCOMMITTEE  ON  HUMAN  RESOURCES 

THURSDAY,  JULY  28,  1994 

Mr  Chairman,  and  distinguished  members  of  the  committee,  thank  you  for  Inviting  me  to  speak  to  you  on 
the  subject  of  welfare  reform.  I  am  President  of  Child  Support  Enforcement  *  CSE,  a  private  company  that 
was  established  to  collect  child  support  on  behalf  of  private  clients 

By  way  of  background,  I  practiced  family  law  for  eighteen  years  in  Massachusetts,  during  which  time  I  also 
served  as  President  of  the  Massachusetts  State  Bar  Association  and  on  the  Governor's  Child  Support 
Commission.  In  1 986, 1  was  appointed  Special  Assistant  Attorney  General,  to  direct  the  Texas  child  support 
program.  I  served  as  IV-D  Director  for  five  years  when  Bob  Romanow,  a  distinguished  and  successful 
businessman  from  Massachusetts,  decided  to  support  the  pnvatization  of  the  government's  effort  to  collect 
child  support 

During  the  years  in  which  I  headed  the  Texas  IV-D  agency,  we  were  recognized  by  this  committee,  and  by 
the  National  Child  Support  Enforcement  Association  (NCSEA),  as  the  "Most  Improved"  child  support 
enforcement  program  in  the  nation.  I  was  also  honored  to  receive  from  the  National  Child  Support 
Enforcement  Association  a  persona!  award  for  "Outstanding  Individual  Achievement"  as  the  IV-D  Director 
of  the  state  child  support  program 

My  company  is  a  founding  member  of  the  Child  Support  Council,  a  non-profit  association  of  businesses 
organized  by  Darryll  W  Grubbs  to  iirpiove  child  support  enforcement  in  the  United  States,  and  I  am  a 
member  of  the  Board  of  Directors  of  NCSEA. 


Because  of  my  experience  in  family  law  and  child  support  enforcement  in  particular,  I  feel  competent  to 
discuss  the  government  child  support  enforcement  program  operated  under  Title  IV-D  and  the  legislation 
before  this  committee  that  contains  sweeping  changes  to  this  program. 

Let  me  begin  my  remarks  by  saying  that  the  Title  IV-D  program  has  failed  millions  of  families  who  are 
dependent  upon  it  for  child  support  services.  As  I  am  sure  you  know,  government  estimates  are  that  $27 
billion  in  child  support  went  uncollected  in  1 992.  It  is  also  estimated  that  there  are  1 0  million  families  in  our 
country  who  are  not  getting  the  child  support  they  deserve. 

The  mounting  backlog  of  cases,  and  the  ever  increasing  number  of  new  cases,  overwhelm  the  best  efforts 
of  all  stale  child  support  enforcement  agencies  to  fully  serve  their  clients.  The  Administration's  plan  is 
proposing  solutions  that  are  well  thought  out  and  would  make  a  difference  in  solving  the  problem  jf  the 
taxpayers  could  afford  them  In  fact,  their  proposal  is  so  thorough  that  it  exacerbates  one  problem.  It 
perpetuates  the  myth  that  the  government  can  solve  all  the  cases  when  it  can't  Congress  and  the  states 
could  never  afford  to  fund  all  the  jobs  and  computer  projects  that  they  are  proposing. 

Despite  all  the  innovative  legislation  passed  by  the  Congress  in  the  last  ten  years,  government-funded 
agencies  have  never  collected  child  support  for  more  than  one  out  of  every  five  families  Over  the  last  14 
years  of  reported  statistics,  we  have  seen  an  increase  of  less  than  two  percent  in  the  percentage  of  paying 
child  support  cases  In  the  most  recent  year  of  reported  statistics,  1992,  the  number  actually  decreased, 
from  19.3  to  18.7  percent. 

Although  Paul  Legler  has  done  an  admirable  job  developing  an  innovative,  far-reaching  plan  and  Judge 
David  Ross  is  doing  an  outstanding  job  at  OCSE,  the  Title  IV-D  Program  as  designed  will  continue  to  fail 
if  the  caseload  can't  be  reduced  to  manageable  levels.  We  must  focus  on  the  important  role  of  the  private 
sector  in  solving  the  problem  and  how  to  reduce  the  government  caseload  to  manageable  levels 

The  one  question  that  we  get  asked  over  and  over  again  is  how  it  is  that  you  are  able  to  find  85%  of  the 
people  you  go  after  and  collect  on  60%  of  those  cases.  Why  can't  the  government  do  that?  Part  of  the 
answer  is  simple  Although  we  hire  former  government  investigators,  we  keep  their  caseload  at  less  than 
three  to  five  times  that  of  their  government  counterparts  We  do  not  allow  oui  dedicated,  hardworking  staff 
to  be  overrun  by  the  caseload  which  is  exactly  what  happens  in  each  and  every  state  program. 

Legislation  Can  Be  Passed  Which  Would  Significantly  Reduce  the  Govemment  Caseload 


First  there  must  be  more  voluntar/  compliance  in  our  country.  Ttiis  can  only  happen  If  the  penalties  for 
non-support  are  swift,  sure,  severe  and  rarely  forgiven  Imposing  hefty  interest  chdrges  as  well  as 
monetary  penalties  that  cant  be  waived  would  be  an  excellent  start  Parents  who  don't  pay  child  support 
are  penalized  less  frequently  than  people  who  are  late  on  their  electric  bill  It's  time  we  got  tough  and  it's 
time  we  gave  the  taxpayers  a  fair  shake  If  you  work  in  this  country  and  pay  taxes,  you  pay  child  support 
for  deadbeats  Its  that  simple,  and  furthermore,  why  shouldn't  a  working  parent  who  fails  to  pay  child 
support  at  least  face  mandatory  weekend  jail  time  the  second  time  he  is  found  in  contempt  for  not  paying 
child  support.    The  Administration's  plan  does  not  address  these  issues. 

Second,  case  prioritization  must  be  imposed  through  a  two-tiered  case  management  system  described  later 
in  my  testimony.  In  the  first  tier,  the  government  must  sei^re  the  needs  of  families  who  are  on  welfare  or 
in  danger  of  having  to  turn  to  the  welfare  system  Only  after  a  stale  has  certified  that  this  caseload  has 
been  worked  can  they  begin  to  work  on  the  tier-two  cases.  The  Administration's  plan  assumes  that  all  of 
the  cases  can  be  worked  successfully  without  any  form  of  prioritization  The  historical  evidence  suggests 
that  this  is  not  just  unlikely  but  downright  impossible  given  their  resources. 

Third,  the  Administration's  plan  does  not  encourage  private  sector  involvement  as  part  of  the  solution  for 
effectively  working  the  caseload.  Consistent  with  Vice  President  Gore's  public  statements,  competition  by 
the  private  sector  can  be  viewed  as  essential  to  reinventing  government  and  have  it  be  more  effective  On 
a  very  practical  level,  each  case  worked  by  the  private  sector  is  one  less  case  for  the  government  to  work. 

The  private  sector  also  creates  jobs  It  comes  as  no  surpnse  to  those  who  know  of  our  commitment  to 
solve  the  problem,  that  over  the  last  two  years  at  least  25%  of  the  people  we  hir«l  were  former  clients  who 
initially  came  to  us  to  help  collect  their  child  support.  Who  better  knows  the  struggle  of  a  parent  raising 
children  without  child  support  With  the  consent  of  the  Committee,  I  am  submitting  the  remainder  of  my 
testimony  in  written  form  which  was  extracted  from  a  paper  I  wrote  with  Darryll  Grubbs  and  Patrick  Sullivan 
entitled  "Reinventing  Child  Support  Enforcement" 

The  Government  Child  Support  Enforcement  Program  Lacks  a  Comprehensive  Strategic  Plan 

It  was  nearly  twenty  years  ago  that  Congress  established  a  national  program  to  deal  with  the  failure  of 
parents  to  pay  child  support.  Yet  today,  in  spite  of  a  current  expenditure  of  over  $2  billion  per  year  on 
administrative  costs  and  the  dedicated  efforts  of  more  than  40,000  workers,  this  state  and  federal 
partnership  is  tailing  millions  of  families  who  are  dependent  on  it  for  the  delivery  of  urgently  needed 
services  In  1992  alone,  $27  billion  in  child  support  went  uncollected  in  the  government  system  alone,  and 
that  amount  continues  to  increase  every  year.  In  addition,  millions  of  paternity  cases  and  requests  for  child 
support  orders  never  even  get  heard  in  court,  (vlounting  backlogs  of  cases,  and  the  ever  increasing  number 
of  new  cases,  overwhelm  the  best  efforts  of  al!  state  child  support  enforcement  agencies  to  fully  serve 
their  clients. 

At  the  heart  of  the  problem  is  the  fact  that  the  government  program  begun  twenty  years  ago  evolved  without 
a  comprehensive  strategic  plan  It  was  established  with  no  fundamental  mechanism  for  dealing  with  the 
great  diversity  of  child  support  enforcement  laws  and  procedures  among  the  states.  Over  the  years 
Congress  has  attempted  to  achieve  uniformity  by  imposing  more  and  more  federal  mandates  on  the  states. 
State  child  support  enforcement  programs  are  thus  forced  to  devote  a  large  proportion  of  their  limited 
resources  to  complying  with  the  multitude  of  complex  federal  regulations  -  rather  than  to  delivenng  needed 
services  to  collect  support  for  children.  Unfortunately,  as  a  result  of  the  threat  of  federal  penalties,  meeting 
the  needs  of  the  federal  bureaucracy  has  become  a  more  pressing  concern  than  meeting  the  needs  of  our 
nation's  families.'    The  lack  of  a  strategic  plan,  however,    procedures  among  the  states 


The  Government  Child  Support  Enforcement  Program  Lacks  Coherence  and  Consistency 

Without  a  controlling  vision,  the  national  program  has  also  lacked  ongoing  coherence  and  consistency. 
Created  originally  as  an  adjunct  of  the  welfare  program  Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC), 
the  child  support  enforcement  system  developed  haphazardly,  by  accretion  rather  than  by  design  Piece 
after  piece  of  federal  legislation  has  been  tacked  on  to  the  original  statutory  structure  of  the  government 
child  support  enforcement  program,  but  these  successive  additions  of  underfunded  federal  requirements 
have  done  little  to  strengthen  the  original  structure  It  is  as  if  you  started  with  a  Volkswagen  and  then  over 
the  years  added  layer  after  layer  of  heavy  metal  body  parts  from  Cadillacs  You  would  still  have  a 
Volkswagen  engine,  but  It  would  hardly  be  able  to  move  the  massive  body  built  upon  it.  With  no  increase 
in  horsepower,  the  slow-moving,  hard-to-steer  vehicle  that  is  the  government  child  support  enforcement 
system  has  failed  80  percent  of  the  families  requesting  assistance 

The  Government  Cliild  Support  Enforcement  Program  is  Outmoded 

While  Amencan  society  and  the  American  family  have  changed  greatly  over  the  past  twenty  years,  the 
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government  program's  basic  orientation  to  the  establishment  and  enforceinent  of  child  support  has  changed 
very  little.  The  current  program  is,  quite  simply,  outmoded  It  continues  to  attack  the  problem  of  non- 
support  using  methods  appropriate  to  a  former  time,  a  time  when  the  American  family  was  predominantly 
nuclear  and  geographically  rooted  Whereas  families  used  to  stay  in  one  place  generation  after  generation, 
today  they  are  increasingly  on  the  move.  With  the  nation's  divorce  rate  at  50  percent,  one  out  of  every  two 
children  born  to  married  parents  will  live  in  a  single-parent  household  before  he  or  she  reaches  the  age  of 
eighteen.  Thirty  percent  of  all  births  take  place  outside  marriage,  and  that  percentage  continues  to  rise 
each  year.  The  "traditional"  intact  American  family  has  become  more  an  idealized  concept  than  a  reflection 
of  reality.  The  effect  of  these  changes  in  American  society  has  been  a  dramatic  increase  in  both  the 
number  of  children  who  need  child  support  and  the  number  of  interstate  child  support  cases,  now  30 
percent  of  the  total  caseload 

I  am  advocating  a  total  restructuring  --  a  reinvention  --  of  child  support  enforcement  in  this  country  to  meet 
the  overvyrhelming  demand  for  government  services.  Instead  of  continuing  this  process  of  accretion  without 
an  overall  design,  we  need  to  put  into  place  a  strategic  plan  for  the  future  development  of  the  child  support 
enforcement  enterprise  for  the  next  twenty  years. 

The  Historical  Background  of  the  Government's  Failure  to  Meet  the  Needs  of  Children 

The  state-federal  child  support  enforcement  program  was  established  in  1975  under  a  new  Part  IV  of  Title 
D  of  the  Social  Security  Act.  The  "IV-D"  program  was  the  first  acknowledgment  by  Congress  that  non- 
payment of  child  support  had  a  direct,  and  deleterious,  impact  upon  the  welfare  system  Before  the  1975 
legislation,  the  impoverishing  effects  of  the  abandonment  of  children,  mostly  by  fathers,  had  received  little 
attention.  Indeed,  welfare  reform  had  focused  pnmarily  upon  maintaining  the  stability  of  the  two-parent 
family  and  enhancing  its  economic  well-being.  Many  welfare  advocates  even  doubted  that  there  was 
anything  to  be  gained  from  a  nationwide  program  of  paternity  establishment  and  child  support  enforcement. 


With  the  establishment  of  the  IV-D  program,  however,  came  the  recognition  that  non-support  of  children 
by  "absent"  parents  means  economic  hardship  for  single-parent  households.  Non-support  results  in  a 
significantly  lower  standard  of  living  and  often  forces  people  to  turn  to  the  welfare  system  for  assistance. 
A  number  of  studies  have  now  amply  documented  this  effect  of  non-support,  showing  that  the  dissolution 
or  non-formation  of  a  family  almost  inevitably  means  substantially  lower  levels  of  income  and  a  precarious 
financial  situation  for  custodial  mothers  and  their  dependent  children  By  some  estimates,  mothers  who 
separate  or  divorce  experience  an  initial  25  to  50  percent  reduction  in  income,  with  stagnant  incomes  for 
many  years  following  Poverty  rates  for  these  women  -  particularly  for  minority  women  -  typically  rise 
considerably  in  the  five  years  following  separation  or  divorce  As  for  never-married  mothers  with  dependent 
children,  the  poverty  rate  is  upwards  of  60  percent  Child  support  awards,  paid  on  time  and  for  the  amount 
due,  can  spell  the  critical  difference  between  some  degree  of  financial  independence  and  dependence  upon 
public  welfare  Establishing  and  enforcing  child  support  orders  and  medical  expenses  is  one  of  the  keys 
to  ending  the  feminization  of  poverty,^ 

At  the  outset  the  IV-D  program  was  directed  primarily  toward  serving  the  needs  of  welfare  and  low-income 
families.  However,  the  awareness  of  the  adverse  economic  impact  of  non-support  on  non-welfare  families 
brought  about  a  change  in  the  focus  of  the  national  child  support  enforcement  program.  Over  the  years, 
as  a  result  of  a  succession  of  co.ngressional  acts,  it  became  a  universal  program,  offering  enforcement 
services  to  anyone  who  wanted  them,  regardless  of  financial  need.  This  evolution  has  resulted  in  a 
dramatic  explosion  of  the  caseload  and,  correspondingly,  in  growing  skepticism  and  frustration  among 
advocates,  caseworkers,  and  clients  regarding  the  program's  ability  to  deal  with  the  ever-worsening  problem 
of  non-support.'  While  opening  the  door  of  the  government  program  to  an  overwhelming  influx  of  non- 
welfare  cases.  Congress  created  a  funding  scheme  for  the  program  that  promoted  unequal  treatment  of 
welfare  and  non-welfare  cases  by  state  enforcement  agencies  "  Because  of  the  financial  incentives  built 
into  the  system,  state  enforcement  agencies  tended  to  give  non-welfare  cases  secondhand  treatment  This 
meant  that  poor  and  middle-class  non-welfare  clients  felt  that  their  needs  were  not  being  well  served,  and, 
in  fact,  they  weren't.  Soaring  caseloads,  coupled  with  limited  human  and  financial  resources  and  a  lopsided 
federal  funding  scheme,  ensured  that  neither  the  welfare  nor  the  non-welfare  constituency  of  the  program 
would  be  well  served. 

As  the  government  caseload  grew  from  4  1  million  cases  In  1979  to  15.2  million  cases  in  1992,  the 
limitations  of  the  current  program  became  evident  ^  In  1979,  when  the  government  program  was  still  fairly 
new,  there  were  collections  on  only  17.1  percent  of  the  caseload  nationwide.  In  1992,  the  rate  of  collections 
had  risen  to  only  18  7  percent.  This  is  an  increase  of  just  1.6  percent  in  a  fourteen-year  period,  in  spite 
of  improved  enforcement  techniques.  The  limitations  of  the  current  program  are  best  illustrated  by  the 
mounting  amounts  of  due  but  uncollected  child  support  in  government  cases.  According  to  the  federal 
Office  of  Child  Support  Enforcement,  of  the  reported  $34.8  billion  in  both  current  and  prior-years  child 
support  owed  by  non-custodial  parents  in  government  cases  in  1992,  only  22  8  percent  was  actually 
collected,  leaving  $27  billion  uncollected.  Predicting  the  future  with  respect  to  the  nrowing  amounts  of 
uncollected  support  is  not  difficult  since  the  amount  of  "current-year  support"  owed  and  unpaid  in  1993 


increased  significantly  over  the  amount  owed  in  1992.  Because  of  the  ever-increasing  government 
caseload,  ttie  net  effect  is  that  the  cumulative  amounts  of  uncollected  past-due  support  added  each  year 
to  current  supporl  will  continue  to  outstrip  the  ability  of  the  program  to  collect  child  support  effectively. 

The  Demographic  Evidence 

Recognizing  the  need  for  an  even  stronger  enforcement  program,  the  Clinton  administration  has 
recommended,  as  part  of  its  welfare  reform  proposal,  the  implementation  of  additional  federal  mandates 
for  slate  child  support  enforcement  programs.  While  these  new  requirements  should  improve  the 
effectiveness  and  productivity  of  the  government  child  support  enforcement  program,  even  they  will  not 
make  a  dent  in  the  backlog.   In  fact,  all  demographic  signs  indicate  that  the  situation  will  get  worse. 

The  number  of  female-headed  families  with  children  under  the  age  of  eighteen  is  growing  every  year.  From 
1970  to  1990  there  was  a  146  percent  increase  in  the  number  of  such  families.  By  1990.  one  out  of  every 
five  children  in  this  country  lived  in  a  family  in  which  the  mother  had  never  been  married  or  the  father  was 
otherwise  absent.  In  that  same  twenty-year  period,  the  number  of  children  with  a  divorced  parent  more  than 
doubled.  While  the  divorce  rate  in  the  United  States  remains  at  50  percent,  the  rate  of  births  outside 
marriage  will  most  likely  increase  from  30  to  40  percent  by  the  end  of  this  decade. 

Over  a  million  children  are  born  outside  marriage  each  year,  but  paternity  is  established  in  only  one-third 
of  the  cases.  The  600,000-plus  cases  that  have  no  paternity  established  are  added  to  the  backlog  from 
previous  years.  This  caseload  is  especially  difficult  to  work  because  establishing  paternity  is  only  the  first 
step  in  the  government  agency's  efforts  to  meet  its  goal  of  collecting  child  support.  The  subsequent  tasks 
of  entering  a  support  order  and  collecting  the  amount  owed  are  difficult  and  time-consuming  processes  as 
well. More  than  10  million  women  -  nearly  3  million  of  them  never  married  -  are  currently  raising  children 
as  single  parents.  More  than  16  million  children  in  this  country  are  living  without  their  fathers  in  the  home, 
and  nearly  50  percent  of  these  children  live  in  poverty  Not  surprisingly,  almost  80  percent  of  the  children 
born  to  unmarried  teenage  mothers  who  drop  out  of  high  school  live  in  poverty  The  majority  of  these 
mothers  end  up  on  welfare,  with  an  estimated  annual  cost  to  taxpayers  of  about  $34  billion  in  assistance. 
According  to  federal  government  statistics.  30  percent  of  the  grovrth  in  welfare  cases  over  the  past  ten 
years,  from  3  86  million  families  in  1983  to  4.97  million  families  in  1993,  is  attnbutable  largely  to  unwed 
mothers  Moreover,  the  2.1  million  increase  in  welfare  recipients  from  1990  to  1992  reflected  not  only  a 
weak  economy  but  also  a  surge  in  the  number  of  female-headed  families  seeking  assistance. 

Though  the  number  of  households  headed  by  custodial  mothers  has  continued  to  grow  over  the  yearj,  the 
record  of  success  in  the  collection  of  child  support  has  changed  very  little.  As  of  spring  1990,  according 
to  a  U.S.  Bureau  of  Census  survey,  only  57  7  percent  of  the  10  million  women  with  children  from  an  absent 
father  had  even  been  awarded  child  support  (down  from  59.1  percent  in  the  spring  of  1987).  Of  those 
custodial  mothers  who  had  the  possibility  of  receiving  child  support  because  a  court  had  ordered  it,  only 
half  actually  received  the  full  amount  due,  while  24  percent  received  only  partial  support  and  25  percent 
received  nothing.  The  larger  picture  shows  that  only  37  4  percent  of  all  custodial  mothers  received  any 
amount  of  child  support.  Of  the  never-marned  women,  only  15  percent  received  support,  and  the  poverty 
rate  for  this  group  was  53.9  percent,  compared  with  23.1  percent  for  women  who  had  been  married. 


The  Existing  System:  Overworked  and  Overextended 

The  simple  fact  is  that  state  and  federal  governments  cannot  by  themselves  turn  the  situation  around.* 
Significant  budget  deficits  limit  the  ability  of  state  and  federal  governments  to  deal  with  the  demands  of  the 
growing  child  support  caseload.  While  Congress  mandates  more  requirements  for  state  child  support 
enforcement  programs  in  an  effort  to  improve  their  performance,  these  same  state  programs  find 
themselves  overwhelmed  by  the  needs  of  their  current  clients,  burdened  by  more  and  more  federal 
regulations,  and  strapped  by  inadequate  financial  resources  to  meet  either  client  needs  or  federal 
requirements. 

Many  current  legislative  proposals  to  improve  the  child  support  enforcement  system  are  designed  to  fix  a 
system  that  is  simply  outmoded  and  incapable  of  dealing  effectively  with  the  worsening  situation  of  non- 
support  in  this  country.  While  the  enactment  of  some  of  the  administrations  proposals  will  clearly  improve 
aspects  of  the  existing  system,  its  fundamental  defect  remains:  there  are  still  too  many  cases  for  the 
government  system  as  presently  designed.  While  attempting  to  function  as  an  adjunct  of  the  welfare 
system  by  recovering  and  reducing  mounting  welfare  costs,  the  system  also  attempts  to  serve  the  needs 
of  increasing  numbers  of  non-welfare  families.  The  result  is  that  the  current  child  support  enforcement 
program  fails  to  do  either  task  well. 

From  1985  to  1992  the  number  of  non-welfare  cases  in  the  IV-D  system  rose  by  200  percent  -  far 
outstripping  the  increase  in  the  number  of  welfare  cases,  which  rose  only  21  percent.  The  significant 
disparity  in  the  growth  rate  between  welfare  and  non-welfare  caseloads  came  about  through  the  enactment 
of  the  Child  Support  Amendments  of  1984,  which  imposed  many  new  program  requirements  upon  state 
IV-D  agencies    In  addition,  the  IV-D  agencies  are  required  to  provide  services  equally  to  welfare  and  non- 


welfare  families.  Tfiese  requirements  initiated  ttie  backlog  of  cases  and  continue  to  prevent  states  from 
prioritizing  their  caseloads. 

Witfi  respect  to  ttie  8.7  million  welfare  cfiild  support  cases,  which  account  for  58  percent  of  the  1992 
caseload,  collections  were  made  in  only  12.3  percent  of  the  cases,  an  increase  of  0.1  percent  from  1991 
and  just  slightly  over  1  percent  since  1985.  In  1992,  the  collections  in  these  welfare  cases  represented  a 
recovery  of  only  11.4  percent  of  the  AFDC  paid  out  during  the  year,  an  improvement  of  just  0.7  percent 
from  1991  and  only  1.6  percent  since  1985.  The  current  government  child  support  enforcement  program 
must  work  much  harder  to  reduce  the  costs  of  welfare  by  recovering  directly  from  the  parent  ordered  to 
support  the  children  the  welfare  dollars  paid  to  the  custodial  parent  The  government  cannot  even  take  full 
credit  for  the  small  amount  of  AFDC  recovery  that  is  attributable  to  its  efforts  because  all  AFDC  recipients 
must  assign  their  child  support  to  the  state  IV-D  agencies.  Clearly,  some  of  the  support  paid  on  those  cases 
was  paid  voluntarily,  without  any  government  work  on  the  case. 

In  1992  the  IV-D  caseload  alone  consisted  of  15  2  million  non-custodial  parents,  each  of  whom  was,  or 
might  eventually  be,  responsible  for  the  support  ol  one  or  more  dependent  children  This  number  was 
nearly  double  what  it  had  been  ten  years  earlier,  and  it  did  not  include  statistics  for  custodial  parents  who 
sought  help  from  private  agencies  and  private  attorneys  Of  the  15  2  million  cases,  only  56  percent  have 
child  support  orders,  leaving  nearly  7  million  cases  needing  establishment  of  paternity  and/or  support 
orders.  In  1 992,  according  to  the  federal  Office  of  Child  Support  Enforcement,  support  order  establishment 
grew  by  9  percent  over  the  previous  year,  while  the  number  of  cases  needing  establishment  of  an  order 
grew  by  13  percent. 

With  the  growth  in  the  number  of  non-welfare  cases  in  the  IV-D  caseload  and  the  expansion  of  the 
enforcement  services  that  are  mandated  in  those  cases,  administrative  expenditures  for  non-welfare  cases 
have  risen  475  percent  since  1985.  This  accelerated  growth  of  the  non-welfare  component  of  the 
government  caseload  and  the  accompanying  administrative  costs  have  significantly  limited  the  ability  of  the 
state  child  support  agencies  to  address  effectively  the  needs  of  the  welfare  and  low-income  families  for 
which  Congress  onginally  intended  the  child  support  enforcement  program.  So  significant  was  the  increase 
in  the  non-welfare  caseload  in  a  relatively  short  time  that  even  reassigning  personnel  from  the  welfare 
caseload  to  the  non-v/elfare  caseload  did  not  produce  positive  results  In  1985  the  percentage  of  non- 
AFDC  cases  with  collections  was  30.3  percent,  by  1992  that  percentage  had  dropped  to  27.1. 

The  Necessity  for  Transformation 

What  all  these  statistics  clearly  indicate  is  that  the  current  child  support  enforcement  program  operated  by 
state  and  federal  agencies  cannot  adequately  work  both  a  welfare  and  a  non-welfare  caseload  The 
resources  available  are  simply  insufficient  for  the  task  This  means  that  state  child  support  enforcement 
programs  will  continue  to  limp  along,  attempting  to  serve  an  already  overwhelming,  and  always  growing, 
caseload  with  increasingly  inadequate  resources.  We  will  see  even  more  frustration  among  the  millions  of 
custodial  parents  whom  the  programs  are  mandated  to  serve.  The  state  programs  themselves,  already 
unable  to  cope,  will  be  doomed  to  greater  failure  and  will  likely  be  subject  to  more  and  more  unmanageable 
federal  mandates  as  Congress  demands  compliance  and  attempts  to  improve  program  performance  State 
administrators  for  these  programs  lament  the  time  spent  answenng  complaints  and  questions  from  clients 
who  demand  to  know  why  their  cases  are  not  being  worked.  The  same  person  who  answers  those 
complaints  could  be  working  cases  if  it  were  not  for  the  huge  backlog 

There  is  a  critical  necessity  to  reinvent  the  child  support  enforcement  system  in  this  country,  to  ensure  that 
our  neediest  children  receive  assistance.  Designing  and  implementing  such  a  plan  will  be  a  formidable  task 
in  light  of  the  budget  constraints  facing  both  the  federal  and  the  state  governments  that  administer  the 
program. 


A  NEW  MODEL 

Tier  One  of  a  Two-Tietied  Case  Management  System 

I  recommend  a  two-tiered  case  management  system  to  break  the  vicious  cycle  caused  by  the  overwhelming 
caseload  in  the  present  system.  In  the  first  tier,  state  and  federal  resources  will  be  focused  on  the  children 
most  in  need  of  help,  those  for  whom  the  IV-D  program  was  originally  designed  For  these  children  the 
government's  tasks  will  be:  (1)  to  collect  the  support  due  their  family  so  they  can  leave  the  welfare  rolls  or 
(2)  to  prevent  their  family  from  having  to  turn  to  welfare  at  all. 

The  first  tier  includes  families  who  receive  welfare  benefits  of  any  kind,  as  well  as  families  with  incomes 
below  175  percent  of  the  federal  poverty  level  It  is  obvious  that  the  system  must  serve  the  needs  of 
families  who  are  on  welfare  and  who  are  stnving  to  achieve  financial  autonomy  However,  we  must  also 
include  in  the  first  tier  those  families  who  are  struggling  to  preserve  their  financial  independence  and  to 
remain  off  the  welfare  rolls 
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Benefits  to  the  Taxpayer 

Focusing  our  efforts  on  tfie  first  tier  of  cases  is  also  consistent  witti  the  original  intent  of  Congress  to 
recover  tax  dollars  spent  on  welfare  payments.  Not  only  will  we  be  removing  families  from  ttie  welfare  rolls 
but,  as  fiscal  conservatives  point  out,  we  can  save  tax  dollars  by  keeping  families  from  entering  ttie  welfare 
system.  It  tias  been  estimated  that  if,  in  1989,  parents  who  were  raising  children  alone  on  incomes  below 
the  poverty  level  had  received  the  full  amount  of  support  due  them,  some  1 40,000  families  would  have  been 
able  to  rise  above  poverty.  Welfare  recipients  who  have  job  skills  and  tax  credits  may  not  escape  poverty 
at  the  end  of  two  years  on  welfare,  but  they  surely  will  if  they  are  receiving  child  support  payments  in  a 
timely  manner  and  for  the  full  amount. 

In  1992,  although  only  12.3  percent  of  the  welfare  cases  showed  a  collection,  those  payments  allowed 
nearly  a  quarter  of  a  million  families  to  be  removed  from  AFDC,  according  to  the  federal  Office  of  Child 
Support  Enforcement  The  impact  of  child  support  collection  upon  the  poverty  of  single-parent  families 
would  be  even  greater  if  the  57  percent  of  custodial  mothers  who  do  not  have  a  support  award  were  to 
receive  one  -  and  if  the  amount  of  the  awards  were  consistent  with  stale  guidelines 

The  potential  for  cost  savings  through  reduction  of  welfare  expenditures  by  effective  child  support 
enforcement  is  undisputed  by  the  budget  and  policy  experts  in  the  White  House.  As  Bruce  Reed,  President 
Clinton's  advisor  on  domestic  policy,  noted,  "Up  to  40  percent  of  our  welfare  dollars  go  toward  children 
whose  fathers  could  afford  to  pay  child  support."  Professor  Irwin  Garfinkle  of  Columbia  University  estimates 
that  the  current  welfare  population  could  be  reduced  by  one-quarter  if  child  support  were  fully  and  regularly 
paid.  Given  the  average  monthly  caseload  of  about  4.8  million  families  (in  1992),  that  could  mean  an 
annual  savings  of  $6  billion  in  AFDC  alone  -  perhaps  as  much  as  $14  billion  in  total  welfare  expenditures. 
A  study  by  the  inspector  general  of  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  found  that  most 
state  agencies  do  not  systematically  pursue  delinquent  child  support  and  that  welfare  collections  could 
increase  by  up  to  20  percent  a  year  if  aggressive  efforts  were  undertaken  Savings  of  that  magnitude  could 
be  translated  into  a  funding  source  for  the  kinds  of  welfare  reforms  being  proposed  by  both  political  parties. 

Added  to  the  reduction  in  the  amount  of  actual  expenditures  for  welfare  is  "cost  avoidance"  -  that  is, 
helping  families  to  keep  from  having  to  turn  to  welfare  in  the  first  place.  Although  we  don't  know  exactly 
how  much  savings  cost  avoidance  would  provide,  a  1987  study  sponsored  by  the  federal  government 
estimated  that  every  $5  in  non-welfare  child  support  collected  yielded  $1  in  indirect  savings  of  AFDC,  food 
stamps,  and  N/tedicaid  that  might  otherwise  have  had  to  be  paid  out.  Although  admittedly  speculative,  that 
estimated  cost-avoidance  factor  of  20  percent  might  translate  into  another  savings  in  potential  welfare 
expenditures  of  more  than  $1  billion  Those  interested  in  this  national  problem  have  for  many  years  urged 
the  federal  government  to  complete  the  work  necessary  for  them  to  measure  cost-avoidance  savings 
Determining  in  hard  numbers  the  total  cost  savings  achieved  in  the  IV-D  program  would  allow  lawmakers 
to  make  informed  business  decisions  as  to  how  much  to  invest  in  the  child  support  program  and  where  to 
invest  it. 


Prioritization  of  Enforcement  in  the  First  Tier 

Since  some  states  do  not  have  sufficient  resources  even  to  work  all  the  cases  in  the  first  tier  and  since  it 
is  essential  to  remain  focused  on  cost-effectiveness,  we  believe  that  priontization  of  the  cases  in  the  first 
tier  is  also  required.  The  starting  point  should  be  an  assessment  of  the  client's  income  and  the  welfare 
benefits  paid  to  that  family  over  the  most  recent  three  years. 

Those  cases  in  which  the  custodial  parent  is  currently  receiving  AFDC  benefits  of  any  kind  would  be  given 
top  priority.  Second  priority  would  be  assigned  to  cases  in  which  the  custodial  parent  is  not  presently 
receiving  welfare  benefits  but  was  on  AFDC  or  (Viedicaid  for  three  or  more  months  at  some  point  within  the 
most  recent  three  years.  The  assumption  here  is  that  such  families  are  still  precanously  close  to  returning 
to  welfare.  The  third  priority  within  this  tier  would  be  those  families  whose  household  income  has  averaged 
175  percent  or  less  of  the  federal  poverty  level  figure  over  the  last  three  years  This  group  would 
encompass  those  families  who  have  never  received  welfare  benefits  but  who  are  clearly  at  risk  of  becoming 
dependent  on  the  welfare  system. 

After  identifying  the  children  most  in  need  of  help,  we  would  then  want  to  ensure  that  the  government  IV-D 
program  would  invest  its  limited  resources  in  the  cases  that  are  most  likely  to  produce  results,  those  that 
are  relatively  "fresh  "  Therefore,  in  any  state  that  could  not  effectively  work  all  the  cases  In  the  first  tier, 
an  additional  prioritization  plan  would  be  put  into  effect.  The  cases  to  be  prioritized  would  be  those  in 
which:  (1)  paternity  needs  to  be  established  or  a  support  order  entered  for  a  child  born  within  the  last  three 
years,  (2)  cases  in  which  a  child  support  order  has  been  entered  within  the  previous  three  years  but  no 
collection  of  support  has  been  received,  and  (3)  cases  in  which  a  child  support  order  has  been  entered  prior 
to  the  last  three  years  and  some  collections  have  been  recorded  dunng  that  time.  The  assumption  here 
is  that  an  older  case  should  not  take  precedence  over  a  more  recent  welfare  or  low-income  case  that  may 
hold  a  much  greater  promise  of  welfare  cost  recovery  and  cost  avoidance  over  a  longer  period  of  time 
Again,  from  a  cost-effective  standpoint,  it  is  much  less  time-consuming  and  less  costly  to  be  working  fresh 
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cases  than  older  cases. 


Second-Tier  Cases 


All  cases  that  do  not  meet  the  eligibility  requirements  of  the  first  tier  can  be  worked  by  states  that  have 
decided  to  invest  sufficient  resources  into  their  program.  These  second-tier  cases  will  be  worked  only  when 
it  has  been  certified  that  a  state  has  effectively  worked  the  cases  in  tier  one.  Redirecting  the  activities  of  the 
government  program  to  serve  primarily  the  needs  of  welfare  and  low-income  families  does  not  necessarily 
mean  ignoring  the  child  support  enforcement  needs  of  those  whose  incomes  place  them  in  tier  two. 
Depending  upon  the  changes  in  the  funding  structure  proposed  by  the  Clinton  administration,  there  will  be 
states  that  not  only  choose  to  work  tier  two  cases  but  have  the  resources  to  do  so  effectively  Most 
important,  it  will  be  left  to  each  state  to  make  a  proper  determination  of  the  level  of  service  to  be  provided. 
Under  one  suggested  proposal,  some  states  may  qualify  for  as  much  as  90  percent  reimbuisement  from  the 
federal  government,  and  thus  they  will  not  find  the  cost  exorbitant  More  than  likely,  many  states  will  want 
to  prioritize  their  resources  on  tier  two  cases  by  using  the  methodology  of  income  means  testing  and 
"freshness"  assessments  previously  described  for  tier  one  cases. 

Those  state  IV-D  programs  that  do  not  have  adequate  funding  from  their  state  legislatures  may  also  choose 
to  follow  some  critical  recommendations  set  forth  in  a  1992  United  States  General  Accounting  Office  study 
Federal  law  allows  state  child  support  enforcement  programs  to  charge  applicants  who  are  not  on  welfare 
fees  tor  services  rendered.  State  programs  could,  if  they  chose,  establish  a  sliding  scale  based  on  family 
income.  They  may  also  charge  a  percentage  of  the  child  support  they  collect,  against  either  the  custodial 
parent  or  the  non-custodial  parent  The  General  Accounting  Office's  report  found  that  if  all  states  charged 
a  service  fee  on  support  collections,  the  total  administrative  costs  could  be  recovered  from  the  parents.  The 
Clinton  plan  fails  to  support  the  GAO  recommendations  and  ignores  the  possibility  of  saving  taxpayers' 
money.  Adoption  of  a  fee  schedule  would  mean  that  the  government  child  support  program  would  stop 
functioning  as  virtually  a  free  legal  clinic  and  enforcement  service  for  all  families  irrespective  of  their  financial 
resources. 

In  cases  wheie  the  failure  of  the  non-custodial  parent  to  pay  child  support  forced  the  custodial  parent  to  turn 
to  the  state  agency  or  to  a  private  agency  for  help,  it  would  certainly  be  appropriate  to  charge  the  non- 
custodial parent  a  fee  to  recover  enforcement  costs.  Parents  who  don't  pay  child  support  are  penalized  less 
frequently  than  people  who  are  late  on  their  electric  bill.  One  way  to  enforce  a  fee  or  late  charge  would  be 
to  have  added  to  the  child  support  orders  of  the  court  a  specific  provision  that  if  the  obligated  parent  fails  to 
make  payment  by  a  specified  day  of  the  month,  the  amount  of  the  support  automatically  increases  by  a 
specified  amount.  For  example,  a  parent  who  has  not  paid  by  the  tenth  day  of  the  month  becomes  liable  for 
an  automatic  increase  of  $50  in  his  or,  in  rare  instances,  her  payment.  An  increase  is  assessed  for  each 
month  he  or  she  fails  to  pay  in  full  and  on  time,  in  cases  of  hardship,  when  a  parent  has  a  legitimate  reason 
for  not  paying  on  time,  the  penalty  could  be  waived  This  principle  of  "pay  now  (on  time)  or  pay  more  later"' 
has  proved  effective  In  ensuring  the  timely  payment  of  utility  bills,  credit  card  balances,  car  loans,  and 
mortgage  installments.  There  is  no  reason  that  it  could  not  be  applied  to  the  far  more  serious  obligation  of 
child  support  payments.  However,  for  the  strategy  to  work  successfully,  it  would  be  essential  that  all  support 
orders  in  every  state  uniformly  include  such  a  provision  and  that  the  provision  be  strictly  enforced. 


The  Limitations  of  Govemment  Resources 

The  government  child  support  program  currently  employs  more  than  42,000  persons  nationwide.  These 
dedicated  individuals  struggle  each  day  to  try  to  keep  up  with  the  influx  of  new  cases  They  cannot  at  the 
same  time  effectively  work  the  backlog  of  cases  and  collect  the  billions  of  dollars  in  overdue  child  support. 
To  pursue  the  tough  cases  as  aggressively  as  possible  takes  a  great  deal  of  time.  The  limited  resources  of 
the  government  are  adequate  for  only  a  finite  number  of  clients.  The  remaining  parents  in  need  of  services 
will  have  to  seek  help  from  resources  outside  of  government.  The  need  for  moving  beyond  govemment 
becomes  more  obvious  when  we  consider  that  in  addition  to  the  millions  of  non-welfare  families  who  have 
asked  the  government  for  help  and  have  not  received  one  payment,  it  is  believed  that  two  to  three  times  as 
many  non-welfare  parents  who  needed  help  either  did  not  file  an  application  with  the  government  or  had  their 
cases  closed  by  the  government.  If  these  estimates  are  valid,  the  total  number  of  non-welfare  parents  in 
need  of  services  is  at  least  10  million  families. 


The  Private  Sector 

Redirecting  the  activities  of  the  government  program  under  the  two-tiered  case  management  system  should 
not  mean  that  some  parents  are  left  without  assistance.  The  notion  among  some  advocacy  groups  seems 
to  be  that  child  support  enforcement,  like  the  collection  of  taxes,  is  government's  job  and  that  government 
services  are  both  free  and  selfless  As  one  governor  stated  the  issue  "[ijt  is  not  government's  obligation  to 
provide  services  but  to  see  that  they're  provided."  Critics  of  privatization  also  stress  that  the  private  sector 
is  suspect  merely  because  of  the  profit  motive,  and  they  label  it  as  untrustworthy.  Lastly,  they  argue  that  by 
virtue  of  its  authonty  and  power,  government  can  get  the  job  done  more  effectively  than  private  entities  can. 
None  of  these  arguments  have  been  proved  valid  by  reality,  as  private  companies,  private  attorneys,  and 
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private  enforcement  agencies  have  shown  in  the  past  few  years 

Certainly  evidence  exists  that  nothing  intrinsic  to  child  support  enforcenfient  requires  that  it  be  purely  a 
government  enterprise,  and  clearly  there  is  no  foundation  to  the  belief  that  the  services  of  the  government 
program  are  free.  In  FY  1992,  state  and  federal  governments  spent  nearly  $2  billion  on  the  government  child 
support  enforcement  program,  $850  million  of  it  on  non-welfare  cases  Although  in  most  states,  services  are 
available  in  government  cases  virtually  without  cost  to  the  user  and  regardless  of  financial  need,  they  are  paid 
for  by  the  taxpayers  as  a  whole,  users  and  non-users  alike.  As  for  the  overall  effectiveness  of  the 
government  program,  the  statistics  cited  thus  far  in  this  paper  clearly  demonstrate  that  the  government  cannot 
solve  this  problem  alone.  In  spite  of  these  statistics,  the  Clinton  plan  does  not  encourage  private  sector 
involvement  as  part  of  the  solution. 

One  of  the  operating  principles  of  certain  child  support  advocacy  groups  appears  to  be  "if  It  isn't  provided  by 
the  government  free  of  charge  to  clients,  then  it  must  be  "bad. "  The  few  state  and  county  government 
agencies  that  charge  fees  to  custodial  parents  are  also  criticized  for  taking  advantage  of  non-welfare  clients. 
In  spite  of  lingering  distrust,  however,  people  are  becoming  increasingly  aware  that  what  traditionally  have 
been  considered  government  monopolies  can  be  operated  more  efficiently  and  effectively  by  the  private 
sector.  Private  companies  can  bring  to  tasks  economies  of  scale,  well-honed  specialized  ability,  freedom 
from  bureaucratic  encumbrances,  and  greater  cost-efficiency  through  lower  administrative  overhead  and 
smaller  workforces.  For  these  reasons,  competition  by  the  phvate  sector  can  be  viewed  as  essential  to 
"reinventing  government."  Government  cannot  -  and  need  not  -  do  it  all.  These  principles  are  consistent 
with  Vice  President  Gore's  public  statements  on  improving  government  services  and  President  Clinton's 
support  for  small  businesses. 

Child  support  enforcement  is  an  area  in  which  the  need  for  more  resources  than  the  government  can  possibly 
provide  is  particularly  evident.  The  private  sector  can  introduce  into  the  child  support  enforcement  effort  an 
urgently  needed  additional  workforce.  IVIoreover,  competition  by  the  private  sector  may  result  in  the 
government  program's  becoming  more  efficient  and  more  cost-effective  Concerns  that  private  vendors  will 
provide  fewer  services,  with  lower  quality,  or  that  they  will  act  unscrupulously  can  be  addressed  effectively 
through  an  appropriate  arrangement  for  government  oversight.  The  possibility  is  that  the  involvement  of  the 
private  sector  in  the  following  essential  aspects  of  child  support  enforcement  will  actually  greatly  improve 
services  with  no  greater  expenditure  of  taxpayer  dollars. 


Enforced  Court  Ordered  Support 

While  enhanced  wage  withholding  and  delinquency  monitoring  will  significantly  improve  child  support 
collections,  they  will  not  eliminate  the  need  for  the  resources  of  the  private  sector  in  attacking  the  remaining 
backlog  of  unpaid  support  cases.  The  full  involvement  of  the  private  sector  in  collecting  on  these  cases 
would  bring  desperately  needed  resources  to  bear  upon  an  otherwise  unmanageable  problem  Having  private 
attorneys  and  private  agencies  collect  and  distribute  support  in  the  cases  that  fall  outside  the  priority  scheme 
would  allow  the  state  program  to  direct  more  of  its  resources  to  the  priority  cases.  Individual  custodial 
parents  could  be  encouraged  to  exercise  the  option  of  using  private  child  support  agencies,  which  is  available 
to  them  under  federal  regulations.  This  is  particularly  important  for  cases  in  which  the  obligated  parent  has 
failed  to  make  regular  and  full  payments  over  an  extended  period  of  time. 

Families  whose  cases  did  not  get  worked  successfully  under  the  proposed  priority  order  of  the  state 
enforcement  agency  or  who  did  not,  in  the  first  place,  apply  for  the  services  of  the  government  program 
shoukl  feel  protected  in  choosing  services  from  private  enforcement  agencies,  which  could  be  approved  or 
certified  by  a  state  agency  using  uniform  standards  and  simple  regulations  formulated  by  the  federal 
government.  Such  approval  or  certification  would  ensure  families  of  reputable  services.  Private  agencies 
that  violated  the  standards  could  be  decertified  and  would  lose  access  to  information  and  tools  made 
available  to  them  from  government  i 


Government  programs  might  also  use  private  agencies  to  help  recover  uncollected  support  in  cases  by 
paying  the  private  agencies  a  fee  for  services  if  and  only  if  the  government  program  is  guaranteed  a  "return." 
First,  it  should  have  to  pay  the  fee  to  a  private  agency  only  if  a  collection  is  actually  made.  Second,  there 
would  be  a  return  or  savings,  since  each  delinquent  parent  brought  into  compliance  would  represent  one  less 
case  that  the  government  wouU  have  to  pursue  at  a  cost.  Third,  the  state  would  benefit  by  reducing  the 
chance  that  the  custodial  parent  would  need  to  turn  to  welfare.  The  chance  of  a  more  stable  and  wholesome 
family  life  for  that  parent  and  his  or  her  children  also  offers  intangible  benefits  that  cannot  be  measured.  For 
example,  far  too  often  the  children  in  effect  lose  two  parents  when  one  flees  and  the  other  has  to  work  two 
or  even  three  jobs  to  take  care  of  the  family.  The  parent  who  receives  timely  payments  will  be  able  to  devote 
more  time  to  the  preservation  of  the  family  and  the  well-being  of  the  children. 

The  additional  resources  from  the  private  sector  could  double  -  or  even  triple  -  the  workforce  available  to 
attack  the  enormous  backlog  of  cases.  The  government  could  retain  and  enlist  the  services  of  the  private 
sector  on  an  as-needed  basis  and  be  guaranteed  a  return  on  the  case,  since  payment  would  be  issued  only 
upon  achievement  of  a  successful  result.  Instead  of  hiring  more  employees  for  chikJ  support  enforcement 
and  creating  an  infrastructure  to  support  them,  the  state  and  federal  governments  would  be  able  to  control 
and  perhaps  even  reduce  costs,  while  ensuring  that  non-welfare  families  receive  the  enforcement  services 


they  need.  The  combination  of  government  and  phvate  agencies  would  have  a  powerful  positive  impact  upon 
the  problem  of  non-support. 

Voluntary  Compliance 

For  any  strategic  plan  to  be  successful,  a  significant  increase  in  the  rate  of  "voluntary  compliance"  must  be 
achieved.  As  the  Internal  Revenue  Service  knows,  "voluntary  compliance"  with  the  tax  code  increases  in 
direct  proportion  to  an  increase  in  the  odds  of  getting  caught  and  being  punished  economically  or  through 
criminal  indictment  The  penalty  imposed  for  non-support  needs  to  be  swift,  sure,  severe,  and  rarely  forgiven. 
Mandatory  weekend  jail  time  for  second  offenders,  hefty  interest  payments,  and  costly  penalties  under  the 
"pay  now  or  pay  more  later"  system  would  be  an  excellent  start  Over  the  past  few  years,  we  have  also 
learned  that  public  embarrassment  and  revocation  of  various  licenses  has  proved  effective.  The  Clinton  plan 
has  not  adequately  addressed  the  importance  of  voluntary  compliance. 

Ideally,  every  parent  obligated  to  pay  child  support  would  pay  the  designated  amount  in  full  and  on  time,  out 
of  love  or,  at  the  very  least,  out  of  a  sense  of  responsibility  for  his  or  her  child  Resorting  to  strong 
enforcement  and  stiff  penalties  does  not  mean  we  have  to  abandon  our  idealism  We  should  be  doing  all 
we  can  to  change  social  attitudes  about  this  problem  The  non-support  of  dependent  children  is  as  much 
of  an  outrage  to  society  as  is  the  presence  of  drunk  drivers  on  our  highways.  The  May  22,  1 994,  New  York 
Times  reported  the  success  that  MADD  (Mothers  Against  Drunk  Driving)  has  had  not  only  in  changing  our 
attitudes  but  in  decreasing  the  loss  of  life  We  need  to  have  an  immediate  change  take  place  in  the  civics 
lesson  experienced  by  more  than  25  million  children  in  our  country  each  day.  The  first  lesson  should  be,  if 
you  run  out  on  your  children,  you  will  be  caught  and  brought  to  justice.  The  next  would  follow:  if  you  don't 
obey  court  orders,  you  will  be  prosecuted  and  punished  The  third  and  final  lesson  should  be  that 
government  works  and  agencies  that  promise  help  do  in  fact  provide  effective  assistance. 

An  example  of  the  failure  of  government  to  keep  its  promise  is  legislation  passed  as  part  of  the  Child  Support 
Recovery  Act  of  1 902.  It  was  to  be  the  beginning  of  our  "get-tough  attitude"  with  child  support  deadbeats  who 
crossed  state  lines.  Almost  two  years  later,  fewer  than  twenty  people  have  been  prosecuted  under  this 
statute  The  Justice  Department  was  never  provided  the  necessary  resources,  and  it  responded  by 
establishing  regulations  that  make  it  virtually  impossible  to  get  help  It  is  very  clear  that  the  Justice 
Department  has  its  own  pnonties  and  wants  nothing  to  do  with  this  problem  irrespective  of  the  good  intentions 
of  Senator  David  Shelby.  In  the  history  of  the  IV-D  program,  there  are  other  examples  of  expectations  raised 
through  legislation  that  went  unfulfilled  for  lack  of  funding.  The  Justice  Department,  unlike  the  IV-D  program, 
wasn't  willing  to  be  the  sacrificial  lamb  for  a  program  destined  to  fail  for  lack  of  proper  funding. 

Conclusion:   Designing  for  the  Future 

Before  designing  a  strategic  plan  for  the  future  we  will  have  to  dispel  the  myth  that  government  can  effectively 
serve  all  those  who  require  and  request  child  support  services.  We  do  not  lightly  give  up  this  idealized  vision 
of  solving  this  problem  From  1987  to  1990  we  sought  full  funding  for  government  agencies  and  publicly 
declared  this  to  be  our  position  in  seeking  the  necessary  tools  to  win  the  child  support  war.  But  no  matter 
who  requested  such  full  funding,  the  result  was  always  the  same  Instead  of  full  funding,  we  got  more  work 
and  inadequate  funding  for  the  additional  work.  The  reality  is  that  we  now  have  a  government  child  support 
system  with  millions  of  cases  marked  "No  Payment  Received"  A  conservative  estimate  is  that  there  are  at 
least  10  million  families  who  need  child  support  collected.  The  needs  are  simply  growing  exponentially,  and 
not  even  the  most  dedicated  state  agency  can  fully  meet  those  needs.  After  having  written  articles,  testified 
before  legislative  bodies,  and  given  hundreds  of  speeches  all  over  the  country  urging  full  funding,  I  believe 
it  is  time  to  move  ahead  with  a  different  plan  for  the  next  twenty  years 

I  ask  those  who  are  not  ready  to  give  up  on  urging  full  funding  and  providing  free  services  for  all  who  apply 
to  assume  the  responsibility  of  providing  a  detailed  plan  of  how  they  are  going  to  work  these  millions  of 
cases,  determine  the  cost  of  working  them,  and  identify  the  taxpayer  dollars  that  will  pay  for  it.  I  am  not  by 
any  means  suggesting  that  we  give  up  the  fight  for  every  dollar  we  can  squeeze  out  of  the  budgeting  process 
for  government  programs.  I  just  don't  believe  that  the  level  of  funding  will  ever  be  sufficient  to  meet  the 
needs  of  all  the  parents  who  are  owed  child  support. 

My  vision  for  a  strategic  plan  is  grounded  in  reducing  the  government  caseload  to  manageable  levels.  Efforts 
for  the  short  term  should  be  concentrated  on  case  prioritization  and  voluntary  compliance.  After  the  national 
computer  network  is  in  place,  1  believe  that  W-4  reporting,  central  registries  with  delinquency  monitoring,  and 
improved  locate  resources  will  allow  for  the  prioritized  caseload  to  be  worked  more  effectively.  Legislation 
should  be  passed  immediately  requinng  that  wage-withholding  orders  and  liens  issued  by  one  state  will  be 
recognized  in  all  states  Encouraging  the  private  sector  to  complement  the  government's  work  will  be  another 
necessary  key  for  both  the  short  term  and  the  long  term.  Finally,  at  every  possible  turn  we  must  work  to 
pass  the  cost  of  enforcement  on  to  the  parents  who  caused  the  pioblem  by  failing  to  pay  child  support  in  the 
first  place  -  and  not  to  the  taxpayer 

We  need  not  wait  very  long  to  implement  some  of  the  short-term  goals  Over  the  next  few  months,  by  using 
federal  waivers,  the  U.S.  Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services  could  grant  exemptions  to  states  to 
begin  prioritization  of  the  caseload.   Public  attention  to  support  voluntary  compliance  could  be  undertaken 
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immediately  by  our  leaders  in  and  out  of  government  if  they  were  to  speak  out  forcefully  and  demand 
changes.  Judges  could  begin  to  get  even  tougher  and  send  the  message  that  we  won't  tolerate  our  children's 
suffering  such  economic  abuse.  Congress  could  pass  needed  legislation  that  is  now  pending.  Most 
important,  with  the  development  of  a  strategic  plan  and  the  full  mobilization  of  a  greatly  enlarged  workforce, 
the  current  spectacle  of  billions  of  dollars  in  uncollected  support  could  become  a  thing  of  the  past. 

Thank  you,  fvlr.  Chairman,  and  members,  for  this  opportunity  to  present  my  views.  I  hope  they  are  of  help 
to  you  as  you  continue  your  efforts  to  solve  the  child  support  problem. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Mr.  Hoffman. 
Mr.  Melia. 

STATEMENT  OF  ROBERT  M.  MELIA,  FIRST  DEPUTY 
COMMISSIONER,  DEPARTMENT  OF  REVENUE,  COMMON- 
WEALTH OF  MASSACHUSETTS 

Mr.  Melia.  Thank  you  very  much  Mr.  Chairman.  I  run  both  the 
tax  administration  and  child  support  enforcement  programs  in 
Massachusetts.  From  a  tax  administrator's  point  of  view,  child  sup- 
port, since  the  day  the  program  began,  has  been  following  an  en- 
forcement strategy  of  what  we  call  "by  the  each"  to  try  to  enforce 
cases  one  at  a  time.  With  15  million  cases  in  the  country,  that  ap- 
proach hasn't  worked  and  can't  ever  work.  What  you  need  is  an  ap- 
proach that  will  allow  us  to  enforce  cases  by  the  thousands,  not  by 
the  each. 

The  administration's  bill  takes  a  giant  step  in  the  right  direction. 
Its  key  enforcement  provisions,  new  hire  reporting  and  computer- 
ized central  registries  that  can  pump  out  liens  and  levees  and  li- 
cense revocations  by  the  thousands  are  going  to  revolutionize  child 
support.  We  can  be  confident  that  it  is  in  fact  going  to  work,  be- 
cause most  of  those  proposals  have  been  patterned  after  proposals 
that  we  have  put  in  place  in  Massachusetts  over  the  last  3  years 
and  they  are  proven  to  work.  I  would  like  to  give  you  one  example. 

Three  years  ago  when  an  absent  parent  changed  his  job  and 
stopped  paying  child  support,  caseworkers  would  call  up  the  old 
employer  and  try  and  find  out  where  the  guy  had  gone.  If  that 
didn't  work,  they  would  call  up  the  ex-wife  and  see  if  she  knew.  If 
that  didn't  work,  maybe  we  would  summons  the  guy  into  court  and 
get  him  to  stand  in  front  of  a  iudge  and  see  if  a  judge  could  get 
him  to  tell  us  where  he  was  working. 

That  system,  such  as  it  was,  took  about  200  FTEs  to  run,  and 
in  an  average  month  collected  on  about  30,000  cases.  When  we 
moved  to  a  new  hire  reporting  system  where  the  computer  would 
quickly  know  automatically  when  a  person  changed  jobs  and  is  just 
able  to  mail  out  wage  assignments  in  the  middle  of  the  night  to  the 
new  employer,  the  number  of  people  needed  to  run  that  program 
dropped  from  200  to  20,  and  the  number  of  paying  wage  assign- 
ments increased  from  30,000  to  39,000. 

We  were  able  to  take  the  staff  that  we  freed  up,  and  put  them 
to  work  doing  other  things,  like  establishing  paternities,  and  over 
the  last  year  the  number  of  paternities  we  have  established  in 
Massachusetts  has  doubled.  Because  we  finally  have  an  effective 
enforcement  system  in  Massachusetts,  we  can  collect  on  most  of 
those  cases.  So  we  have  set  up  a  virtuous  spiral,  if  you  will,  that 
has  helped  us,  not  only  help  thousands  of  families  get  child  sup- 
port, but  has  also  probably  reduced  AFDC  costs  about  5  percent 
over  what  we  would  have  been  able  to  do  were  they  primarily  on 
a  manual  system.  So  for  the  most  part,  we  are  enthusiastic  sup- 
porters of  the  administration's  bill. 

There  are,  however,  a  couple  of  areas  where  we  would  like  to  see 
it  fine  tuned.  One  area  is  access  to  IRS  tax  data  which  is  critical 
to  running  an  effective  child  support  program.  That  was  in  an  ear- 
lier draft,  but  didn't  make  it  to  the  final,  probably  out  of  deference 
to  tax  administrators'  concerns  that  if  you  start  to  use  tax  informa- 
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tion  to  enforce  child  support  obligations,  that  people  will  be  less 
likely  to  be  truthful  in  filing  their  income  tax  returns. 

The  tax  department  in  Massachusetts  has  been  running  the  child 
support  program  now  for  7  years,  and  we  haven't  found  any  indica- 
tion that  sharing  tax  information  with  child  support  workers  does 
any  harm.  So  I  think  we  would  help  a  lot  of  children  a  lot  earlier 
if  we  would  skip  the  study  on  this  and  get  on  with  sharing  the 
data. 

The  other  area  that  we  would  like  to  see  changed  is  in  modifying 
child  support  orders.  The  Urban  Institute  has  put  out  a  study  that 
says,  if  child  support  orders  were  updated  to  account  for  the  fact 
that  people's  income  tends  to  rise  over  time,  then  an  additional 
$7.3  bilhon  in  child  support  would  be  owed. 

You  know,  the  fact  is,  hardly  any  orders  get  updated,  and  the 
reason  for  that  is  that  it  is  a  very  tedious  process  to  actually  up- 
date an  order.  The  Federal  Government  funded  a  demonstration 
program  that  concluded  that  to  update  each  order  it  took  about  6 
months  on  average  and  cost  $730  in  administrative  costs.  It  is  pos- 
sible to  create  a  system  where  again,  this  could  be  primarily  auto- 
mated, where  a  computer  svstem  would  go  in,  access  the  right 
databases  to  find  what  has  cnanged  in  a  person's  financial  or  fam- 
ily situation,  calculate  the  orders,  mail  out  the  notification  of  a 
change  in  the  order  to  the  parties  and  then  go  on  and  do  the  next 
case. 

It  is  a  system  that  is  relatively  easy  to  design,  and  Congress 
should  mandate  to  the  National  Guidelines  Commission  that  an  ex- 
plicit goal  of  that  commission  is  to  create  a  system  that  can  admin- 
istratively update  millions  of  awards  quickly  and  easily.  If  we  con- 
tinue with  the  existing  process  of  having  to  bring  them  back  before 
a  judge  or  an  administrative  referee,  we  will  never  do  them.  There 
aren't  enough  judges  or  administrative  referees  in  the  country. 

The  last  thing  I  would  like  to  leave  you  with  is  a  caution:  Most 
everything  that  we  have  done  in  Massachusetts  over  the  last  3  or 
4  years  that  has  been  worth  doing  has  taken  costs  out  of  the  pro- 
gram, not  added  costs  to  the  program.  By  finding  more  efficient 
ways  of  doing  things,  we  need  less  staff  to  perform  particular  func- 
tions. So  if  there  are  proposals  that  come  before  your  committee 
that  require  spending  a  lot  of  money  and  hiring  a  lot  of  new  em- 
ployees, I  would  look  at  them  very  skeptically. 

You  talked  earlier  about  the  need  for  job  training  for  both  moms 
and  dads,  and  I  think  in  the  great  scheme  of  welfare  reform  and 
child  support,  that  we  would  be  a  lot  better  off  spending  our  money 
that  way.  Because  what  child  support  suffers  from  is  not  so  much 
funding,  it  is  truly  not  an  underfunded  program.  It  is  an 
underorganized  program.  Thank  you  very  much  for  the  opportunity 
to  testify. 

[The  prepared  statement  and  attachment  follow:] 
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Mr.  Qiairman.  distinguished  members  of  the  committee,  thank  you  for  the  opportunity  to  testify. 
My  name  is  Robert  Melia.  As  the  First  Deputy  Commissioner  of  the  Massachusetts  Department  of 
Revenue,  I  oversee  both  tax  administration  and  child  support  enforcement  programs  in  my  state. 

The  President's  Worldng  Group  on  Welfare  Reform  cites  Massachusetts  as  a  "clear  example  of 
how  creative  use  of  automation  can  improve  the  collection  process...."  Indeed,  many  of  the 
Administration's  proposals  are  modeled  on  enforcement  techniques  pioneered  in  Massachusetts, 
and  naturally  we  support  those  proposals.  There  are.  however,  three  important  areas  where  we 
differ.  Before  getting  into  specifics,  though,  I'd  like  address  a  myth  that  is  confusing  the  debate 
and  diverting  energy  and  attention  away  from  the  true  problems  that  plague  child  support 
enforcement. 

THE  MYTH  OF  UNDERSTAFFING 

Every  commission,  association  or  organization  that  has  ever  studied  the  problem  of  inadequate 
child  support  enforcement  concludes  that  the  program  is  greatly  understaffed.  Caseloads  of  500  or 
more  cases  per  worker  are  common,  with  some  states  having  caseloads  of  about  1 ,000  cases  per 
worker.  While  no  one  knows  how  many  cases  a  worker  can  comfortably  handle,  everyone  agrees 
that  500  or  1,000  is  too  many.  Our  experience  in  Massachusetts  suggests  otherwise. 

Massachusetts  has  830  child  support  enforcement  employees,  out  of  about  43,000  nationally. 
Massachusetts  also  has  2.4  percent  of  the  nation's  population,  2.4  percent  of  the  nation's  AFDC 
caseload,  and  2.5  percent  of  the  nation's  single  parent  households.  If  we  were  to  receive  our  share 
of  those  43,000  employees  based  on  our  share  of  these  indicators,  we'd  have  1 ,030  employees. 
Relative  to  our  underlying  demographics,  then,  we  are  staffed  about  20  percent  below  the  national 
average.  If  staffmg  were  the  key  to  a  successful  child  support  enforcement  program,  the 
Massachusetts  program  should  be  in  shambles.  Yet  we're  consistently  cited  as  one  of  the  best 
programs  in  the  nation. 

In  truth,  the  child  support  enforcement  program  is  not  so  much  understaffed  as  it  is  under 
organized.  What  should  be  simple,  computerized  actions  --  O^msferring  a  wage  assignment  when 
the  obligor  changes  jobs;  levying  a  bank  account;  modifying  a  child  support  order  as  the  obligor's 
income  changes  --  all  too  often  require  many  hours  of  manual  labor.  Massachusetts'  experience 
with  new  hire  reporting  is  a  dramatic  example  of  what  happens  when  you  add  proper  organization 
instead  of  mt)re  staff.  In  1 99 1 ,  we  had  no  automated  method  of  knowing  when  obligors  changed 
jobs  and  stopped  paying.  When  mothers  called  to  complain  about  not  receiving  child  support,  a 
caseworker  would  call  the  obligor's  old  employer  to  try  to  learn  where  the  obligor  had  gone.  If  that 
didn't  work,  caseworkers  pored  over  out-of-date  printouts,  looking  for  clues.  The  "system" 
required  about  200  FTE's  worth  of  effort  and  collected  on  about  30,000  cases  per  month.  After  we 
put  in  place  a  new  hire  system  that  allows  our  computer  system  to  detect  job  changes  and  mail 
wage  assignments  to  employers,  the  number  of  staff  needed  to  run  the  system  dropped  to  20  FTE's 
and  the  number  of  paying  cases  increased  from  30,000  to  39,000. 

The  new  hire  system  now  collects  70  percent  of  all  child  support  collected  in  Massachusetts.  Other 
highly  automated  systems  (txix  refund  intercept,  workers'  compensation  intercept,  bank  levies) 
bring  the  total  to  about  80-85  percent  of  total  collection.    Yet  this  raises  another  question.  If  20 
employees  are  collecting  almost  all  of  the  money,  what  do  the  other  8 10  staff  do  all  day?  The 
answer  is  simple:  they  are  busy  NOT  collecting  child  support.  They're  not  collecting  child 
support  because  they're  busy  trying  to  pry  information  out  of  the  35-40  percent  of  AFDC 
recipients  who  do  not  want  to  establish  paternity  for  their  children.  They're  not  collecting  child 
support  because  they're  busy  fding  out  the  complex  forms  needed  simply  to  transfer  a  wage 
a.ssignment  across  state  lines.  They're  not  collecting  child  support  because  they're  busy  ensuring 
all  the  requisite  due  process  and  procedural  safeguards  needed  to  increase  a  child  support  order 
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$10  a  week.  They're  not  collecting  child  support  because  they're  busy  complying  with  federal 
requirements  that  have  little  or  nothing  to  do  with  collecting  child  support. 

We've  now  come  full  circle  back  to  our  original  question:  what  is  an  appropriate  number  of  cases 
for  a  worker  to  handle?  In  1 99 1 ,  when  our  program  was  poorly  organized,  a  caseworker  could 
enforce  150  cases  (30,0fX)  paying  wage  assignments  divided  by  200  Fit's),  Today,  with  a 
properly  organized  program,  those  same  workers  can  arafortably  enforce  1 ,950  cases  each. 

Is  the  program  understaffed,  then?  Yes,  if  we're  content  to  let  it  remain  fragmented  and  poorly 
organized.  Yes,  if  we  ct)ntinue  to  think  that  each  child  support  case  Is  unique  and  has  to  be 
enforced  by  hand,  one  at  a  time.  But  there  Is  nothing  Inherently  difficult  about  collecting  child 
support.  If  we  reengineer  the  program  to  gel  out  of  enforcing  cases  "by  die  each"  and  start  letting 
computers  enforce  cases  by  the  thousands,  we  may  find  the  program  has  plenty  of  people  to  do  the 
wt)rk  that  truly  requires  human  judgment  and  experience. 

AUTOMATION:  CURE  OR  CURSE? 

Many  people  are  expecting  the  new  computer  systems,  which  all  states  are  required  to  have 
Installed  by  October  1995,  to  help  solve  the  staffing  pa)blem.  Unfortunately,  the  benefits  will  be 
minimal.  Mike  Henry,  die  director  of  the  Virginia  child  support  enforcement  program  and  one  of 
the  most  talented  and  respected  child  support  professionals  in  the  nation,  hit  the  problem  right  on 
tlie  head  when  he  said,  "our  new  computer  system  produces  daily  task  lists  for  workers.  The 
problem  Is  that  each  day's  task  list  has  ten  days  worth  of  work  on  It."  The  task  hsts  are  so  long 
because  the  new  computer  system  applies  federal  time  standards  to  every  single  case,  and  notifies 
workers  when  they  have  to  take  a  particular  acdon  on  a  specific  case.  As  Virginia  has  learned, 
when  you  automate  a  poorly  designed  system,  all  the  computer  does  Is  let  you  reach  more  dead 
ends  faster.  As  other  slates  Implement  their  new  systems,  they  will  find  themselves  In  the  same 
simatlon.  By  spending  well  over  a  billion  dollars  to  develop  automated  cliild  .support  enforcement 
systems,  we  have  reached  the  moment  of  truth:  either  hire  tens  of  thousands  of  more  caseworkers 
to  follow  enforcement  strategies  that  don't  work,  or  radically  change  our  enforcement  strategies. 
Simply  to  pose  the  question  is  to  answer  it. 

REORGANIZING  CHILD  SUPPORT: 

WHAT'S  GOOD  WITH  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  PROPOSAL 

Tlie  Administration's  bill  contains  a  number  of  changes  that  will  help  organize  and  simplify  child 
support  enforcement,  thereby  increasing  collections.  These  proposals  include  new  hire  reponing, 
administrative  liens,  central  registries,  centralized  payment  processing  and  faster  and  more 
effective  ways  of  enforcing  interstate  cases.    These  proposals  are  proven  to  woric  and  enjoy 
widespread  support  Best  of  all,  they  don't  cost  any  money.  Of  course  there  are  start-up  costs,  but 
because  these  methods  are  more  efficient  than  the  methods  they  replace,  states  should  quickly 
achieve  enough  savings  to  cover  the  start-up  costs.  For  example,  our  new  hire  system  costs  about 
$700,000  a  year  to  run.  But  because  It  does  the  work  of  1 80  caseworkers,  it  saves  us  about  $9. 1 
million  annually,  for  net  savings  of  $8.4  million  annually.  With  a  total  budget  of  about  $50 
million,  putting  a  new  hire  program  in  place  was  the  equivalent  of  getting  an  1 8  percent  budget 
increase.  (When  1  say  "savings",  1  don't  mean  to  Imply  that  we  reduced  staffing.  With  so  much  do 
be  done  In  the  areas  of  pateniity  establisliment  and  modification,  we  re-deployed  staff  to  these 
areas.  As  a  result,  we  established  1 1 ,400  orders  for  AFDC  cases  in  FY94,  almost  double  the 
6,(X)0  we  established  In  FY93.  We're  also  well  on  our  way  to  at  least  doubling  the  number  of 
mcxiifications  we  do.). 

By  requiring  central  databases  and  business  rules  that  automatically  enforce  cases  without  any 
human  Intervention,  the  Administration's  bill  goes  a  long  way  toward  curing  what  ails  child  support 
enlorcement,  and  alleviating  tlie  perceived  staffing  shortage.  With  computers  doing  most  of  the 
enforcement,  thousands  of  caseworicers  will  become  available  for  other  tasks. 

REORGANIZIN(;  CHILD  SUPPORT: 

WHAT  THE  ADMINISTRATION'S  PROPOSAL  LEAVES  OUT 

There's  enough  right  with  the  Administration's  bill  to  make  it  the  most  comprehensive  and  practical 
child  support  enforcement  plan  ever  put  forth.  However,  the  Administration's  proposal  falls  short 
in  three  key  areas.  Unless  Congress  fixes  those  areas,  much  of  the  child  support  enforcement 
program's  true  poteniial  will  go  unrealized.  The  three  areas  are:    modifications,  acce.ss  to  IRS 
data  and  paicmiiy  establishment. 
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Modifications:  A  study  by  the  Urban  Institute  found  that  if  all  orders  were  updated  according  to 
tlie  guidelines,  obligors  would  owe  an  additional  $7.3  billion  per  year.  This  estimate  fits  nicely 
with  work  we  have  done  witli  Massachusetts  tax  data,  which  shows  that  20  percent  of  absent 
parents  whose  families  are  on  AFDC  earn  enough  money  so  that,  if  they  were  paying  child  support 
in  accordance  witli  the  Massachusetts  guidelines,  their  families  would  not  be  on  AFDC.  But  child 
support  orders  rarely  get  adjusted,  because  the  process  is  tedious  and  expensive.  A  demonstration 
project  in  four  states  found  that  it  took  an  average  of  6.4  months  of  calendar  time  and  48  staff 
hours  to  complete  a  modification.  Tlie  average  cost  to  modify  a  case  was  $730.  In  Massachusetts, 
we  modified  about  1 ,400  orders  upward  last  year  and  we  estimate  that  about  one  third  of  all  orders 
ought  to  be  modified  upward.  As  we  have  about  52,000  paying  cases,  we  should  be  modifying 
about  17,000  orders.  At  our  current  rate.  It  will  take  us  12  years  to  get  to  them  all.  This  year  we 
plan  to  double  the  number  of  modifications,  but  even  that  improvement  is  insufficient.  We  suffer 
from  the  same  problem  that  the  five  demonstration  states  suffer  from:  we  have  to  go  through  a 
complicated  legal  process  to  achieve  what  should  be  a  simple  administrative  adjustment.  The 
Administration's  proposal  is  largely  silent  on  this  issue,  although  it  does  call  for  the  creation  of  a 
national  guidelines  committee.  The  only  way  that  millions  of  cases  can  be  regularly  updated  Is 
tlirough  automated  proces.ses  where  a  computer  can  calculate  wards  based  on  the  number  of 
cliildren  anil  an  analysis  of  parents'  tax  and  employment  data.  Congress  should  help  ensure  that 
orders  keep  pace  with  inflation  and  changes  in  income  by  explicitly  stating  that  tlie  goal  of  the 
national  guidelines  committee  is  to  develop  guidelines  that  are  suitable  for  high  volume,  computer 
driven,  administrative  updating. 

Internal  Revenue  Service  Data:  WItliout  access  to  tax  data,  there  is  no  practical  way  to  update 
child  support  orders.  Tax  tiata  is  also  helpful  in  enforcing  orders  where  the  obligor  Is  self- 
employed.  Tax  administrators  are  concerned  that  using  tax  data  to  enforce  child  support 
enforcement  might  cause  a  drop  in  tax  revenues  as  obligors  seek  to  evade  both  their  tax  and  child 
support  payments.  We  shared  that  concern  in  1987,  when  the  Massachusetts  Department  of 
Revenue  began  enforcing  child  support  payments,  but  we  have  not  noticed  any  adverse  impacts  on 
lax  administration.   The  Administration  proposes  to  study  whether  and  how  tax  information 
should  he  shared.  Millions  of  children  would  benefit  if  we'd  just  skip  the  study. 

Paternity  Establishment:  We  estimate  that  35-40  percent  of  AFDC  applicants  (where  the  child 
was  bom  out  of  wedlock)  do  not  want  paternity  established  for  their  child.  As  long  as  it  is  possible 
to  qualify  for  AFDC  without  establishing  paternity,  we  will  never  attain  paternity  establishment  for 
all  cliildren.  Requiring  paternity  e.stablishment  as  a  condition  of  AFDC  eligibility  (absent  good 
cause  not  to  establish  paternity)  is  probably  the  most  controversial  element  of  child  support 
reform.  No  doubt  .some  chiklren  would  be  harmed  by  such  a  reform;  if  their  mothers  feel  strongly 
enough  about  not  establishing  paternity,  their  material  living  standard  will  decline  even  further.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  only  way  tliat  most  of  these  children  will  ever  live  above  the  poverty  line  is  for 
their  motliers  to  combine  earnings  and  child  support.  It  seems  a  shame  to  condemn  a  quarter  of  a 
million  children  per  year  to  poverty  and  long  term  AFDC  dependency  by  allowing  their  mothers  to 
lock  tliem  out  of  the  child  support  enforcement  system  at  precisely  the  moment  when  the  system  is 
becoming  strong  enough  to  deliver  meaningful  support. 


THE  TEN  MOST  WANTED  CHILD  SUPPORT  REFORMS 

Massachusetts  and  several  other  states  have  had  such  good  luck  in  using  "ten  most  wanted"  lists  to 
get  hard  core  delinquents  to  resume  paying  child  support,  we  thought  we'd  use  the  same  tactic  on 
Congress.  From  the  scores  and  scores  of  recommendations  floating  around  we  have  assembled  our 
"Ten  Most  Wanted"  list.  These  refomis  are  proven  winners    -  both  in  Massachusetts  and 
elsewhere.  Tlie  rest  of  my  testimony  describes  tliese  ten  top  reforms,  explains  why  each  is  so 
lmpt)rtaiit,  and  quantifies  that  results  we  have  achieved  (or  expect  to  achieve)  in  Massachusetts. 
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TKN  MOST  WANTED  CHILD  SUPPORT  REFORMS 


Congress  is  about  lo  einbiirk  upon  the  most  significiint  refonn  of  the  welfiire  system  in  50  ye;u-s. 
hnproved  child  support  enlorceinent  is  a  prerequisite  to  me.iningful  welfare  refonn.  Child  suppon.  when 
paid  on  time  ;ind  in  full  ;uid  coupled  with  the  custodiid  piwent's  eiunings,  can  enable  millions  of  f;unilies 
to  attiiin  or  m:untain  economic  self-sufficiency. 

There  ;u-e  m;my  innovative  proposiils  for  improving  the  nation's  child  support  prognim  --  from  expiinding 
the  role  of  the  federal  government,  to  strengthening  the  stiites'  orgimizatiomd  structure,  to  revision  of  the 
funding  imd  incentive  structure,  to  launching  public  awru'eness  c;unp;iigns.  to  m;ixiinizing  the  use  of 
automation  --  all  of  which  merit  consideration. 

From  iunong  these  in.my  recommendiitions,  we  have  developed  a  "  10  Most  W;inted  List"  -  provisions  that 
must  be  included  in  any  meiiningful  effort  to  itnprove  the  nation's  child  support  system.  Eiich  of  these 
recoinjnendations  is  idready  in  operation  in  Massachusetts  ;ind  other  stiites,  has  demonstrated  its 
effectiveness,  ;uid  has  widespraid  support  mnong  child  support  experts. 

These  ten  reconunendittions  can  over  time  lift  millions  of  families  out  of  poverty  :ind  save  t;ixpayers 
billions  of  dollars  in  cost  avoidimce  ;md  welf;u-e  reimbursement.  Most  importantly,  they  can  give  children 
what  they  need  most:  knowledge  of  both  piirents  ,'md  fin;incial  security.  These  ten  ;u-e: 

1.  Universal  Paternity  Establishment 

2.  Automatic  Updating  of  Awards 

3.  Complete  Access  to  Internal  Revenue  Service  Data 

4.  New  Hire  Reporting  and  Universal  Wage  Withholding 

5.  Administrative  Liens 

6.  Financial  Institution  Reporting 

7.  Revocation  of  Professional,  Trade,  and  Drivers'  Licenses 

8.  Uniform  Laws  and  Procedures  for  Interstate  Cases 

9.  Interstate  Administrative  Enforcement  Remedies 

10.  Re-Engineering  Payment  Processing 

Bich  of  these  recommendations  is  discussed  in  detiiil  in  the  pages  that  lollow. 
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1.  Universal  Establishment  of  Paternity 

Problem:  In  the  United  States  today,  1 .2  million  children  are  bom  out  of  wedlock  every  ye;ir.  Without  a 
legally  identified  father  to  help  support  the  family,  most  end  up  on  AFDC.  Despite  increiLsed  focus  on 
paternity  esuiblishinent  in  recent  ye:u-s.  states  still  establish  paternity  in  only  a  third  of  the  paternity  cases. 
Many  states  still  have  time-  consuming  court  processes  even  for  simple  uncontested  c<ises.  In  addition,  fiir 
too  m;my  custodial  p;irenls  on  AFDC  -  perhiips  as  many  as  half  --  do  not  cooperate  with  child  support 
enforcement  efforts,  either  by  failing  to  provide  sufficient  information  to  locate  the  alleged  father  or  by 
fiiiling  to  appeiir  when  necessiu^  to  move  the  c:\se  to  speedy  resolution. 

Solution:  Require  voluntary  acknowledgment  of  paternity  in  uncontested  cases  outside  the  judicial 
process,  and  institute  sanctions  and  incentives  for  both  parents  that  result  in  universal  paternity 
establishment  for  all  children,  regardless  of  AFDC  status. 

Voluntiu-y  acknowledgment  in  uncontested  ciises  would  tiike  place  totally  outside  the  judicial  system 
through  a  simple  process  where  both  pitfents  sign  an  acknowledgment  in  front  of  a  notary  public,  after 
having  received  infontiation  about  the  benefits  iuid  consequences  of  establishing  paternity.  The 
acknowledgment  would  then  be  filed  with  the  suite's  registry  of  vitid  statistics,  and  have  the  full  force  and 
effect  of  a  judgment  of  paternity,  unless  challenged  within  one  ye.'u-on  grounds  of  fraud  or  duress. 

As  a  condition  of  receiving  AFDC  or  other  public  assistance  benefits,  parents  would  have  the  burden  of 
showing  why  paternity  c;mnot  or  should  not  be  established.  To  encourage  paternity  establishment,  st;ites 
would  adopt  job  iind  other  incentives  for  both  piu'ents. 

Results:  Miissachusetls  has  joined  a  growing  number  of  states  which  have  already  adopted  simple 
nonjudicial  .systems  for  the  volunuu^  acknowledgment  of  paternity  and  have  seen  a  significant  increase  in 
the  number  of  paternities  estiiblished.  Nevertheless,  without  incentives  and  sanctions  to  compel 
cooperation  of  custtxlial  piaents  with  paternity  establishment,  we  will  not  attain  paternity  establishment 
lor  all  children.  Our  experience  is  that  at  least  ?i5  percent  of  .ill  unwed  AFDC  applic;mts  do  not  assist  us 
in  establishmg  paternity  for  their  children. 


2.  Automatic  Updating  of  Awards 

Problem:  The  purpose  of  child  support  guidelines  is  to  ensure  adequacy  of  awards  throughout  a  child's 
childhood.  Yet  the  average  child  support  aw;u-d  is  less  thim  h;ilf  of  what  a  typical  guideline  calls  for, 
becau.se  of  un  ineffective  system  for  updating  awards  that  requires  every  case  to  be  brought  back  for  a 
court  or  administrative  hearing.  Guidelines  are  complicated  and  full  of  exceptions,  ;uid  modification 
he:irings  iue  cumbersome  at  best  and  intimidating  at  worst.  No  stiite  will  ever  have  the  stiiff  needed  for 
this  process,  inesming  (hat  infljition  will  continue  to  eat  away  at  the  viilue  of  support  orders,  even  while 
noncustodial  piu-ents  have  un  increased  ability  to  pay. 

Solution:  Devise  uniform  child  support  guidelines  that  are  based  on  a  simple  formula  where  the 
necessary  information  can  be  obtained  by  the  child  support  agency  through  electronic  means  and 
computers  can  update  awards  by  notifying  parents  of  the  new  amount. 

The  only  way  millions  of  ciises  can  be  updated  regularly  is  through  automated  processes  where  a  computer 
can  c.'dculate  aw;u-ds  based  on  the  number  of  children  and  <m  analysis  of  piffents'  l;ix  and  employment 
diiU'i.  An  individuiil  hearing  would  be  held  only  when  the  iunouni  of  income  is  contested,  or  where  there 
iue  specific,  exlraordin;iry  circumst.uices  m.iking  application  of  the  guidelines  inappropriate. 

Results:  Aw;irds  modified  through  deinonsu^ition  projects  in  four  stiites  incre;ised  by  100%,  ;uid  AFDC 
awiuds  went  up  by  more  th.m  $1 10  per  month.  But  it  took  6.4  months  :ind  cost  $730.00  to  modify  a 
typical  ciLse.  And  the  requirement  of  a  court  he;uing  deterred  2.5%  of  custodi:il  pj^enls  from  pjirticipating 
in  the  prognun.  To  keep  up,  the  system  for  updating  awards  must  do  belter.  MiLss<ichusetts  income  uix 
data  suggest  that  .3.S  to  40  percent  of  obligors  who  have  children  on  AFDC  could  iifford  to  pay  more  child 
supptiri. 


3.  Complete  Access  to  Internal  Revenue  Service  Data 

Problem:  The  Intemjil  Revenue  Service  (IRS)  h:is  income  ;md  asset  information  on  virtually  every  wage 
ejuner  iind  self-employed  entrepreneur  in  the  country.  Child  support  agencies'  access  to  the  IRS 
infonnation  ;uid  enforcement  remedies  is  limited  ;md  cumbersome  to  acquire. 

Solution:  Make  IRS  tax  information  available  to  child  support  enforcement  agencies,  including 
copies  of  tax  returns  as  well  as  electronic  data  matches,  for  use  in  locating  obligors,  and  in  setting, 
modifying,  and  enforcing  child  support  awards. 
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Rather  th;in  ininsferring  some  or  all  of  the  child  suppon  prognun  to  the  IRS,  it  is  less  expensive  :ind  tnore 
effective  to  transfer  the  IRS  information  to  the  child  supp*)rt  prognun.  Congress  should  require  the  IRS  to 
provide  copies  of  both  pwents'  tax  returns,  including  atuiched  schedules  :ind  infonnation  returns,  via  both 
paper  ;ind  elecu-onic  processes,  to  the  child  support  agencies  for  the  purpose  of  establishing,  modifying, 
and  enforcing  child  suppon  obligations. 

Only  the  IRS  hits  the  full  income  ;md  iisset  picture,  showing  pension  accounts,  income  from  re.U  esuite, 
p;ulnerships,  stocks  iind  bonds  iuid  other  trails  that  lead  to  hidden  income. 

Results:  Massachusetts  tiix  data  suggests  tfiat  20  percent  of  absent  p<u-ents  whose  children  ;ire  on  AFDC 
should  be  paying  enough  child  support  to  enable  their  families  to  become  independent  of  public 
iLssistjmce. 


4.  New  Hire  Reporting  and  Universal  Wage  Withholding 

Problem:  Wage  withholding  is  the  best  way  to  collect  child  support.  ;ind  is  responsible  for  half  of  :innual 
collections.  Yet  every  ye;ir59%  of  child  support  obligors  hop  from  job  to  job.  resulting  in  months  of  delay 
before  the  wage  iLssignment  catches  up. 

Solution:  Require  all  employers  --  including  the  federal  government  --  to  report  new  hires  within  10 
days  to  the  .state  regi.stry  of  new  hires,  and  require  all  cases  In  have  wage  withholding  by  operation 
oflaw,  transferable  from  one  employer  to  another  and  from  one  state  to  another  by  the  child 
support  agency  through  computer  matches  of  child  support  obligations  against  new  hire  and 
quarterly  wage  reporting  information. 

Employers  would  f;Lx  or  mail  copies  of  the  IRS  W-4  fonn  containing  the  employee's  n;une,  address,  ;md 
Social  Security  number  ;ind  the  employer's  name,  address,  ;ind  Employer  Identification  number  to  the 
state  employment  security  agency  (SESA)  registry.  Through  interstate  computer  linkages,  the  regisUy 
would  match  the  data  agmnst  states'  registries  of  child  support  orders  and  notify  the  slate  having  the  case. 
That  state  would  in  turn  detennine  the  iunount  ;ind  tenns  of  the  order  and  issue  wage  withholding  ;ind 
tnedic:il  support  orders  to  the  employer,  who  would  face  stiff  penalties  if  he  did  not  honor  it. 

Rather  th;in  creating  a  new  registry  at  the  federal  level,  it  is  more  cost  effective  to  exp.ind  stiite  registries 
ot  orders  ;md  qu;u1erly  wage  reporting  systems  at  the  slate  level  to  include  new  hire  reporting.  Slates  ;ire 
better  equipped  than  the  fedeiid  govenunent  to  do  data  processing,  verily  infonnation,  ;ind  ensure 
employer  complisuice  both  with  new  hire  reporting  and  with  wage  withholding.  In  the  age  of  fiber  optics, 
it  is  easier  <md  cheaper  to  link  states'  existing  systems  thiui  to  create  a  new  prognun  at  the  federal  level. 

All  cases  would  be  subject  to  wage  withholding  by  operation  of  law,  with  opt-out  pennitted  only  by  court 
or  adminisU'ative  order  or  agreement  of  the  p;ulies.  The  essentiiU  terms  of  the  wage  withholding  order 
would  be  certified  by  elecU-onic  tnmsfcr  from  one  suite  to  :uiother.  for  immediate  recognition  under  full 
faith  :md  credit  provisions,  without  requiring  copies  of  orders  or  other  paperwork,  unless  the  withholding 
was  contested.  When  a  match  was  made,  ;uiy  state  where  the  obligor  had  assignable  income  would 
automaticidly  issue  a  new  administrative  order  to  the  employer. 

Results:  In  M:issachusetts,  after  only  one  year  of  operation,  the  results  of  new  hire  reporting  have  been 
impressive.  1 3.500  new  wage  assignments  have  been  implemented  for  ;ui  estimated  $14.59  million  in 
additional  collections  in  child  support  owed  to  AfDC  ;md  non-AFDC  fmnilies.  where  the  computer 
automatically  issues  a  new  administrative  order  when  a  match  is  made.  Cost  avoidiince  savings  from  the 
I  .SIK)  fiunilies  who  left  welf.u-e  exceeded  $21.6  million  last  ye;u-. 


5.  Administrative  Liens 

Problem:  Under  current  law.  stxites  ;u'e  required  to  use  liens  to  enforce  p;ist-due  support.  However, 
because  individual  liens  ;u'e  tedious  to  prepiu'e  and  require  judicial  approv;il  for  each  ciise  upon  locating 
the  obligor's  re;U  or  personal  property,  most  states  do  not  use  this  remedy  extensively. 

Slates  ;dready  have  laws  m:iking  a  child  support  payment  a  judgment  by  operation  of  law  as  it  becomes 
due  ;uid  unpaid,  entitled  to  full  failh  iuid  credit.  ;md  subject  to  the  slate's  enforcement  remedies  for 
collecting  a  judgment.  Without  further  administrative  or  judici;d  action  to  locate  iuid  seize  properly, 
however,  the  child  support  judgment  is  often  not  ct)llecied.  As  a  result,  obligors  acquire  real  estate,  boats, 
liuicy  cius,  h;mk  accounts.  :uid  slocks  and  bonds,  rather  lh:m  support  their  children. 

Solution:  Require  states  to  have  laws  where  an  administrative  lien  would  arise  by  operation  of  law 
on  unpaid  child  support  obligations,  be  honored  across  state  lines,  and  be  served  against  all  real  and 
personal  property. 

The  child  suppon  enlorcemenl  agency  would  perfect  the  lien  first  by  sending  :m  :mnual  notice  lo  the 
obligor,  inlonning  him  of  the  existence  of  the  lien,  the  ;un(Hini  ol  the  ;uTe;u-s  covered  by  the  lien.  :ind  the 
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process  for  seeking  admiiustrative  review  to  contest  the  validity  of  the  lien.  Defenses  to  the  administrative 
hen  would  be  limited  to  mistakes  of  fact. 

As  the  second  step  to  perfect  the  lien,  the  child  suppon  agency  would  file  the  lien  with  die  registry  of 
deeds,  the  secretary  of  stale.  ;ind  any  other  registry  of  property  within  the  state,  and  would  mainuiin  a 
central  registry  of  child  suppon  liens.  The  child  suppon  agency  would  also  serve  the  liens  on  any  b:inks 
or  other  Hnancial  institutions  holding  the  obligors'  assets.  Arrears  accruing  after  the  issuance  of  the 
notice  of  lien  would  also  be  covered  by  the  lien,  as  would  after  acquired  property  when  the  lien  is  properly 
perfected. 

Results:  Since  1992,  MassjichusetLs  has  been  issuing  administrative  liens  on  every  case  owing  more  tJuui 
$5U0.  More  than  90,0(X)  child  suppon  delinquents  have  received  these  liens,  allowing  Massachusetts  to 
seize  property  as  v;uied  ;is  workers'  compensation  claims,  wages,  bank  accounts,  and  real  esute,  ;U1  by 
computer  on  a  "wholeside.  rather  th;ui  retail"  basis.    More  than  $13  million  has  been  collected  through 
this  process  in  the  last  two  years. 


Using  tax  data,  we  estimate  that  7  percent  of  delinquent  obligors  own  property.  Out  of  3. .'5  million  ca.sei 
nationwide  owing  past-due  suppon,  that  equals  245.0(X)  liens,  easy  to  issue  by  computer,  impossible  to 


6.  Financial  Institution  Reporting 

Problem:  State  child  suppon  agencies  do  not  have  ready  access  to  information  about  obligors'  bank 
accounts  or  holdings  in  the  stock  or  other  invesunent  miu'kets.  Although  the  IRS  currently  provides  the 
federal  Office  of  Child  Suppon  Enforcement  with  1099  information,  by  the  time  the  child  suppon  agency 
gets  the  information,  the  obligor  has  frequenUy  depleted  the  baiJc  or  stock  account  ;uid  moved  the  as.sets 
elsewhere. 

Solution:  Require  banks  and  other  financial  institutions  to  report  every  quarter  to  sUte  child 
support  agencies  the  names  and  Social  Security  numbers  of  their  customers  and  account  holders. 

Every  quarter  this  infonnjilion  would  be  matched  agiiinst  the  suites'  files  of  obligors  having  child  support 
liens.  The  child  support  agency  would  dien  levy  the  financial  accounts,  and  seize  the  ;issets. 

Results:  Last  year,  using  this  process,  Massachusetts  collected  more  than  $4.6  million  in  six  months  from 
obligors  who  accumulated  assets  rather  than  suppon  their  children. 


7.  Revocation  of  Professional,  Trade,  and  Drivers'  Licenses 

Problem:  People  who  owe  child  suppon  ;uid  work  for  other  people  pay  because  the  wage  iLssignment 
sooner  or  L'lter  citches  up  with  them.  By  "working  under  the  table"  and  underreporting  income,  however, 
the  self-employed  escape  child  suppon  enforcement.  Yet  the  state  continues  to  extend  to  them  the 
privileges  of  professiomd,  u-:ide.  ;uid  drivers'  Ucenses.  often  while  .supporting  their  children  through  public 
assistiuice. 

Solution:  Require  states  to  deny  or  revoke  professional,  trade,  and  drivers'  licen.ses  of  obligors 
having  child  support  liens,  and  to  collect  the  Social  Security  numbers  as  part  of  the  licensing 
process,  to  expedite  identification  through  data  matches. 

License  revocation  for  child  support  delinquency  is  the  "Denver  boot"  of  the  self-employed  -  designed  not 
to  deny  work  opportunities  but  to  compel  a  conversation  resulting  in  a  payment  agreement  with  the  child 
support  agency.  But  it  can  only  be  truly  effective  if  SociiU  Security  numbers  ;u-e  collected  through  the 
licensing  process,  so  that  thousands  of  license  revtKation  notices  c;m  be  issued  via  data  matches  of  SociiU 
Security  numbers. 

Results:  Several  states.  MiLssachusetls  lunong  them,  have  pas.sed  laws  denying  or  revoking  trade  ;md 
professional  licenses  for  child  suppon  delinquents.  But  the  Social  Security  number  is  essenti.-il  for  the  full 
benefit  of  this  program.  Out  of  SOO.CKX)  hcensees  in  M;is.s;ichusetts,  for  ex.unple,  only  a  third  had 
provided  the  Social  Security  number  on  the  license  application. 


8.  Uniform  Laws  and  Procedures  for  Interstate  Cases 

Problem:  Representing  ;i  third  of  the  child  suppon  caseload,  interstate  cases  are  the  most  difficult, 
involving  not  only  multiple  jurisdictions  with  conflicting  laws  but  ;ilso  distance  which  impedes  access  to 
information  about  income,  as.sets.  ;uid  lifestyle.  The  current  interstate  system  is  an  unmanageable  morass 
of  scarce  information  ;uid  conflicting  orders  that  confuse  ;md  frustfate  both  p-irents. 
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Solution:  Achieve  uniformity  by  requiring  states  to  pass  similar  specific  laws,  including  verbatim 
adoption  of  the  Uniform  Interstate  Family  Support  Act  (IIIKSA),  and  to  use  the  Social  Security 
number  as  the  unique  identifier  on  all  data  needed  by  child  support  agencies. 

Rjither  lh;ui  spend  yeiirs  ;ind  billions  ol  dolLirs  lo  federiilize  Ihc  child  support  prognun,  we  Liin  in;ike 
improvements  f;ister  iuid  cheaper  by  requiring  stales  to  continue  down  the  path  of  mandated  unifonn  laws, 
procedures,  iind  operations.  As  the  only  common  identifier,  the  Social  Security  number  is  the  key  to  the 
kingdom  of  obligors'  location,  income,  and  assets. 

Results:  Already  at  least  19  states  have  adopted  UIFSA,  at  least  jinother  dozen  have  pending  legislation, 
including  Ma.s.s;ichusetls,  :md  still  others  are  preparing  to  file  this  l;mdm;irk  legislation.  Even  so,  a 
Congression.U  m;mdate  is  needed  lo  require  the  necessary  unifonnity.  And  the  Soci:d  Security  number 
hiLs  already  proved  its  usefulness  in  existing  daui  matches. 


9.  Interstate  Administrative  Enforcement  Remedies 

Problem:  Even  with  unifonn  laws  requiring  wage  withholding  :ind  child  support  liens  on  every  c.ise, 
there  will  still  be  unnecessiuy  barriers  in  interstJite  cases  that  impede  the  efficient  collection  of  child 
support,  as  copies  of  documents  must  still  be  assembled,  copied,  certified,  sent  to  the  appropriate 
jurisdiction,  reviewed.  ;md  acted  upon  on  a  case  by  case  biLsis.  Thus,  on  the  one  h;uid,  we  are  spending 
hundreds  of  millions  of  doll;u-s  lo  build  automated  systems,  and  on  the  other  hand,  we  have  not  swept 
away  outdated  judici;il  procedures  that  guarantee  continued  failure  in  interstate  ca.ses,  no  matter  how 
much  money  we  spend  on  computers. 

Solution:  Require  states  to  use  uniform  due  process  procedures  and  forms  for  issuing  wage 
withholding  orders  and  child  support  liens,  and  to  give  full  faith  and  credit  to  electronic 
transmissions  among  states  that  certify  that  due  process  requirements  have  been  met  and  that 
essential  terms  of  the  court  order  are  accurate,  so  that  interstate  data  matches  and  enforcement  can 
take  place  in  a  paperless,  automated  process. 

States  ;u-e  working  to  build  computer  linkages  to  locate  obligors  across  state  lines.  The  next  step  is 
adopting  interstiite  adminisu-ative  enforcement  remedies  that  receive  full  f.iidi  and  credit  when  transmitted 
electronic.'dly  rather  than  on  paper  "by  the  e;ich."  If  child  support  liens  iuid  wage  witfiholding  orders  are 
honored  across  state  lines,  one  slate  could  serve  its  wage  assigmnents  on  employers  in  another  state  -- 
either  by  direct  income  withholding  or  by  electronic  transmission  of  ctse  information  from  one  stale 
agency  to  another  --  and  could  also  file  its  liens  in  the  registries  of  another  suite  where  the  obligor  had 
property,  without  having  to  first  go  to  court  in  the  responding  state  to  get  that  court  to  issue  its  own  lien. 
The  liens  could  then  be  trsmsmitted  electronically,  for  filing  in  the  appropriate  property  registries. 

Results:  Using  automated  enforcement  remedies  on  in-state  c;ises,  Massachusetts  has  achieved  a 
compliiince  rate  of  80  percent  on  current  support.  Because  current  law  won't  let  these  remedies  cross  the 
Massachusetts  state  line,  our  compliance  rate  in  interstate  cases  is  less  than  40  percent. 


10.  Re-Engineer  Payment  Processing  and  Enforcement  Strategies 

Problem:  In  most  stiites,  payment  processing  is  a  fragmented,  manu.'U  process  at  the  local  level,  with 
checks  sent  lo  diverse  locations  and  records  kept  on  different  computer  systems.  Custodiid  p;irenLs  have  tc 
wait  severid  weeks  to  receive  checks,  and  noncustodial  piu-ents  have  difficulty  in  getting  accurate, 
reconciled  account  histories.  There  is  no  central  collection  point  ;ind  no  centfal  authority  to  coordinate 
die  types  of  data  matches  we  describe  here.  Without  up-to-date  account  iid'onnation  on  one  data  base, 
adminisUative  enforcement  remedies  such  as  wage  withholding,  bank  levies,  credit  reporting,  and  t;ix 
refund  and  other  intercepts  c;uinot  achieve  their  full  potential. 

Solution:  Require  states  to  re-engineer  the  collection  proce.ss  from  a  highly  individualized,  manual, 
case-by-case  process  into  a  standardized,  computerized,  high  volume  system  that  uses  the  latest  in 
payment  processing  technology,  and  that  regularly  searches  all  available  databases  for  obligors' 
income  and  assets  and  automatically  initiates  enforcement  action  by  sending  out  wage  assignments, 
liens,  and  levies. 

Centralized  payment  processing  ;md  automated  enforcement  are  the  keys  to  re-engineering  the  child 
support  enforcement  process  to  t;ike  full  advantage  of  modem  technology.    A  computerized  system  dial 
rcguhtfly  matches  against  multiple  dainbiLses  and  automaticaUy  initiates  enforcement  action  without 
hum:ui  intervention  requires  up-to-date,  accurate  account  payment  histories  on  a  single  datab;Lse; 
otherwise,  obligors'  property  will  be  subject  to  improper  seizures. 

This  automated  enforcement  system  can  provide  all  necessary  due  process  protections  to  obligors.  Pitst- 
due  support  is  not  ;ui  interest-free  lo;m  lo  pay  when  convenient,  but  a  judgment  by  operation  of  law  as  it 
becomes  due  and  unpjiid,  subject  to  the  full  range  of  enforcement  remedies.  The  obligor  has  had  his  day 
in  court  when  the  order  w.is  entered,  with  notice  ;md  an  opportunity  to  be  heard,  has  failed  to  pay  the 
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court  order,  has  received  prior  wrilten  notice  of  the  amount  owed  and  the  enforcement  actions  that  can  be 
taken  to  collect  support,  has  had  an  opportunity  to  request  a  review,  has  still  failed  to  pay,  and  yet  has 
acquired  income  and  assets  that  are  by  law  subject  to  seizure. 

Results:  Since  Massachusetts  began  its  automated  enforcement  program  three  years  ago,  the  number  of 
paying  cases  has  incareased  from  .^7,000  to  52,000.  and  we  need  fewer  staff  to  enforce  those  cases.  This 
has  enabled  us  to  re-deploy  staff  to  other  functions,  such  as  paternity  esuibhshment  and  modifications. 

Every  week  more  than  50.000  checks  come  into  a  centndized  payment  processing  center,  and  new  checks 
are  re-issued  to  custodial  parents  within  24  hours.  Our  customer  service  center  receives  19,(XX)  calls  per 
week.  With  on-line  access  to  up-to-date  computer  information,  customer  service  representatives  Ciui 
h.'indle  more  than  85  percent  of  the  calls  without  referring  to  the  case  file  or  the  local  office.  We  are  able 
to  provide  more  service  to  more  customers  with  fewer  st;iff. 


The  remedies  described  here  are  not  revolution.uy  but  build  on  existing  laws  und  systems,  and  are  the  next 
logical  step  to  make  maximum  use  of  what  we  know  works.  The  major  change  here  is  shifting  from 
"retail  to  wholesale,"  to  use  high  volume  su-ategies  to  enforce  a  high  volume  caseload. 

Ten  years  ago  Congress  recognized  that  the  traditional  method  of  Uiking  each  cise  back  to  court  one  by 
one  was  inefficient  and  ineffective.  In  a  series  of  laws  since  1984,  Congress  has  required  stiites  to  have 
mandatory  wage  withholding  on  all  cases:  use  child  support  guidelines  ;is  a  rebuttable  presumption; 
periodically  modify  orders  in  accordance  with  these  guidelines;  intercept  federal  and  suite  tix  refunds; 
report  arreiu's  to  credit  reporting  agencies;  impose  liens  on  real  and  personal  property;  make  it  easier  for 
p<'U-enis  to  establish  paternity  for  children  bom  out  of  wedlock;  and  in  general  work  to  change  the  culture 
sti  that  parents  -  not  the  tiixpayers  -  support  their  children.  Child  support  program  operations  have  not 
caught  up  with  these  ch;inges  in  the  law. 

To  uike  full  advanuige  of  existing  and  new  federal  m:uidates,  our  proposals  maximize  technology  and 
minimize  the  biuriers  of  state  bound;uies  while  leaving  administfiUive  control  over  the  prognun  in  the 
states. 

The  21st  century  is  heralded  as  the  Age  of  Infonnation  Technology.  By  enacting  the  provisions 
recommended  here.  Congress  will  provide  the  necessary  suucture  to  usher  the  country's  child  support 
system  into  the  new  milleimium. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much. 

Mr.  Griswold,  let  me  ask  you  a  couple  of  questions.  I  know  it  is 
not  easy  for  four  agencies  to  develop  and  implement  an  advanced 
information  system,  but  the  President's  bill  emphasizes  a  more 
automated  child  support  system  that  is  able  to  interface  with  the 
Federal  database  and  cross  State  lines.  How  much  of  a  burden  will 
this  place  on  States  in  an  effort  to  update  their  informational  sys- 
tems? 

Mr.  Griswold.  Mr.  Ford,  I  would  suggest  that  the  States' 
databases  are  more  up  to  date  than  the  Federal  databases.  We  had 
a  consortium  of  Southeastern  States  that  pooled  databases.  State 
databases,  from  the  Department  of  Labor,  the  employment  secu- 
rity, their  prison  population,  their  food  stamp  population,  a  tremen- 
dous number  of  databases  are  pooled  in  the  consortium's  database, 
and  we  can  access  that  information.  That  is  updated  quarterly. 

Chairman  Ford.  Even  with  the  technical  capacity  that  is  needed 
to  do  this? 

Mr.  Griswold.  We  have  been  doing  it  for  4  years.  It  exists.  We 
can  find  data. 

Chairman  Ford.  Is  that  true  with  your  revenue  department  in 
Massachusetts? 

Mr.  Mellv.  We  work  with  a  terribly  antiquated  child  support  en- 
forcement system.  It  doesn't  do  very  many  of  the  things  that  the 
Family  Support  Act  requires  be  done.  So  we  are  spending  $30  mil- 
lion to  get  a  new  one.  But  most  of  the  things  that  the  new  system 
will  do  will  not  generate  a  lot  of  money. 

We  have  already  picked  off  all  of  the  low-hanging  fruit  and  put 
in  place  the  programs  that  are  going  to  generate  the  most  money. 
What  we  are  spending  $30  million  on  now  is  basically  to  leave  an 
audit  trail  for,  you  know.  Federal  OCFC  employees  to  come  in  and 
see  if  we  meet  Federal  requirements. 

Mr.  Griswold.  I  agree. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  about  in  the  administration's  bill,  do  they 
go  far  enough  in  providing  other  technical  assistance  that  might  be 
needed  for  such  a  system? 

Mr.  Melia.  The  one  concern  is  I  think  there  is — perhaps  I 
haven't  read  the  bill  as  thoroughly  as  I  will,  but  I  thought  I  saw 
in  there  a  cap  on  the  amount  of  money  that  you  could  spend  for 
information  technology,  whereas  there  is  no  cap  for  labor.  I  would 
flip  it,  because  you  truly  don't  need  more  employees. 

We  have  probably  20  percent  fewer  employees  than  the  average 
program,  given  the  underlying  demographics  in  Massachusetts,  and 
we  do  just  fine.  But  you  know,  if  you  want  to  put  a  cap  on  child 
support,  don't  cap  the  information  technology  investments.  A  lot  of 
States  desperately  need  them.  Once  they  make  those  investments, 
they  are  going  to  find  that  they  don't  need  nearly  as  much  staff  as 
they  think  they  do. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Mr.  Hoffman,  you  addressed  many  of  the  prob- 
lems child  support  enforcement  agencies  have  to  deal  with  in  an  at- 
tempt to  secure  support  payments,  but  I  am  not  sure  you  are  being 
fair  to  the  Federal  Government.  It  appears  that  you  are  blaming 
Federal  mandates  for  lack  of  child  support  collected  and  I  do  not 
think  that  that  is  an  accurate  assessment. 
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The  question  I  have  is,  are  you  portraying  the  situation  correctly 
when  you  infer  that  the  burden  of  Federal  mandates  is  the  cause 
for  80  percent  of  families  not  being  served  by  paternity  establish- 
ment efforts? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  What  I  am  suggesting,  Mr.  Chairman,  or  actually 
what  I  am  saying  specifically  is  that  the  mandates  that  were  put 
on  the  States  to  do  modifications,  to  do  Medicaid-only  cases,  to  do 
medical  enforcement,  and  a  number  of  other  mandates  were  not 
passed  along  with  the  resources  to  work  those  cases. 

The  States  fell  further  and  further  behind;  they  are  way,  way  be- 
hind now.  They  have  caseloads  that  they  can't  possibly  work.  I  am 
all  for  modifications.  I  think  it  is  important.  I  am  all  for  medical 
support  enforcement.  But  somebody  has  to  look  at  the  numbers  and 
make  a  reality  check  and  say  well,  look,  we  have  never  collected 
on  more  than  one  out  of  every  five  cases.  We  give  the  States  more 
work  to  do,  but  if  we  don't  give  them  more  resources,  how  are  they 
possibly  going  to  dig  out  from  under,  and  how  are  they  going  to  get 
these  cases  worked. 

So  I  don't  have  any  problem  with  the  policies  that  came  down; 
what  I  have  a  problem  with  is  the  mandates  without  the  money. 
And  I  think  that  is  where  the  States  have  suffered,  and  I  think 
they  have  taken  the  brunt  of  abuse  when  it  comes  to  criticizing  the 
programs.  I  am  not  here  to  defend  all  of  the  State  programs.  I  have 
given  speeches  in  more  than  10  States  in  1993  and  1994  about  this 
problem.  I  talked  to  the  workers.  They  are  buried,  Mr.  Chairman. 
They  are  buried. 

I  respect  what  my  colleague  from  Massachusetts  has  said  about 
the  fact  that  they  don't  need  much  help.  That  is  not  true  of  the 
other  49  States.  Massachusetts  has  a  very  imique  situation  where 
they  have  the  IV-D  program  in  the  Department  of  Revenue  and  it 
is  a  personal  income  tax  State.  They  have  leadership  at  the  top 
that  has  really  taken  hold  and  they  have  done  some  wonderful 
things.  But  it  is  not  the  same  in  the  other  49  States,  Mr.  Chair- 
man. 

Chairman  Ford.  Do  vou  think  the  voluntary  paternity  acknowl- 
edgment provisions  will  be  effective  in  increasing  the  child  support 
orders  and  collections? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Well,  that  program  has  been  outstanding  and  it 
should  be  noted  that  it  started  in  Texas.  We  implementea  it  in  a 
hospital  in  Dallas  when  I  was  the  IV-D  director  for  the  State  of 
Texas.  The  problem  is  that  the  child  support  hasn't  been  pursued 
after  the  acknowledgments  were  obtained.  It  is  not  enough  to  just 
get  the  paternity  established.  We  must  also  collect  the  child  sup- 
port. 

Once  the  paternity  is  established,  then  the  case  goes  back  into 
this  huge  mass  of  cases  that  are  unworked  and  the  question  is 
"Does  the  child  support  get  paid?"  But  that  particular  program  has 
been  very  successful.  I  think  it  ought  to  continue  and  be  funded. 
But  I  do  think  that  we  need  to  work  those  cases  after  we  establish 
the  paternity,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  What  about  these  fathers  in  some  areas  where 
you  lock  them  up  for  the  nonpayment  of  child  support  payments? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Well,  again,  coming  out  of  Texas,  we  were  the 
first  with  the  most  wanted  program.  We  had  chain  gangs,  we 
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locked  them  up  and  we  put  it  on  television.  It  works,  the  money 
comes  in. 

Chairman  FoRD.  What  works?  I  mean  if  somebody  doesn't  have 
a  job  and  is  not  working  and  we  lock  them  up  in  jail,  I  mean  come 
on,  it  might  work  to  bring  in  some  of  the  deadbeat  dads,  but  it 
doesn't  work  for  the  person  who  is  unemployed  and  has  no  money. 
It  didn't  work  for  that  person. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  For  that  person,  Mr.  Chairman,  there  was  no 
money  extracted.  But,  there  may  have  been  a  message  sent. 

Chairman  Ford.  It  didn't  work.  You  housed  him  in  some  institu- 
tion because  he  didn't  have  the  money  to  pay  the  funds.  It  worked 
to  bring  some  other  fathers  in  or  deadbeat  dads  who  could  afford 
to  pay  and  were  not  paying.  But  I  mean  this  person  was  victimized, 
placed  in  jail,  his  rights  taken  away,  just  to  force  someone  else.  I 
mean  that  is  the  purpose  of  this  child  support  enforcement  legisla- 
tion. But  a  father  who  is  not  working  and  no  income,  carrying  him 
and  locking  him  up  in  jail  and  putting  him  on  chain  gangs,  that 
doesn't  sound  too  human  to  me. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  No,  it  isn't.  And  it  would  be  a  poor  policy  if  you 
went  after  people  who  fit  that  profile.  The  program  that  we  had, 
Mr.  Chairman,  was  designed  to  go  after  people  who  had  assets.  I 
know  Massachusetts  does  the  same  thing. 

Chairman  Ford.  Oh,  you  didn't  go  down  and  pick  up  the  busi- 
nessman who  hadn't  paid  his  child  support.  You  didn't  go  down  to 
pick  him  up,  did  you? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  That  is  the  person  we  did  go  down  and  get. 

Chairman  FoRD.  Is  that  right? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  That  is  right. 

Chairman  Ford.  In  Memphis,  I  have  never  seen  a  businessman 
being  picked  up.  I  mean  for  some  strange  reason,  they  all  fit  the 
same  category  in  my  hometown.  I  just  can't  believe  that  all  of  this 
money  is  lost  on  children  in  this  Nation.  When  I  see  all  of  the  ar- 
rests and  go  to  the  juvenile  court  to  see  all  of  these  fathers,  the 
profiles  all  fit  the  same. 

And  I  just  can't  believe  that  all  of  the  money  that  we  are  talking 
about  in  America  on  deadbeat  dads  who  are  not  paying  their  fair 
share,  not  paying  their  support  to  their  child,  I  just  can't  believe 
that  in  my  county,  everybody  meets  the  same  profile  that  is  in  jail. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  What  I  am  telling  you,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  that  the 
policy  of  the  agency  when  I  ran  it  was  to  put  people  in  jail,  the  peo- 
ple who  could  pay  the  money.  If  they  didn't  pay,  it  would  then 
serve  as  an  example  to  other  people  so  that  the  funds  would  be 
paid,  and  it  worked.  And  I  think  the  message  has  to  be  sent.  There 
is  nothing  wrong  with  saying 

Chairman  Ford.  You  are  telling  me  in  Austin,  Tex.,  that  all  of 
the  deadbeat  dads  are  paying  their  child  support  now. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  am  telling  you  all  over  Texas  that  particular 
program  was  very  successful. 

Chairman  Ford.  So  we  can  exempt  them.  All  of  the  deadbeat 
dads  are  paying  all  of  the  child  support. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  didn't  say  that,  Mr.  Chairman. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  said  it  worked. 
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Mr.  Hoffman.  No.  I  said  that  the  poHcy  worked  and  produced 
revenue  and  produced  collections  for  a  large  number  of  cases  be- 
cause we  did  it.  I  didn't  say  it  was  the  complete  solution. 

Chairman  Ford.  How  much  revenue  did  it  generate  for  the  other 
departments? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  haven't  been  in  that  department  for  3  years,  so 
I  can't  speak  to  that  now,  Mr.  Chairman.  But  I  am  telling  you  that 
there  was  a  direct  correlation. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  all  collected  a  fee  off  of  it,  though,  didn't 
you? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Pardon  me. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  all  got  some  type  of  fee  from  the  collections, 
right? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  was  a  IV-D  director  at  the  time. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  saying,  your  agents,  not  you  personally, 
but  the  agency 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Our  agency  is  not  in  the  business  of  setting  public 
policy.  We  are  in  the  business  of  collecting  child  support. 

Chairman  Ford.  But  the  child  support  for  those  on  AFDC  pay- 
ments, did  you  pass  through  so  much  directly  to  the  child  involved 
and  replenish  some  of  the  funds  back  into  the  State  budget? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  No,  Mr.  Chairman.  We  don't  work  AFDC  cases. 
We  only  work  on  nonwelfare  cases,  because  the  AFDC  money 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  in  my  hometown  the  IV-D  agency  handles 
the  AFDC  cases. 

Mr.  Melia,  do  you  want  to  say  something.  You  wanted  to  get  into 
that  conversation  a  minute  ago  and  I  wish  you  had  gotten  into  it. 

Mr.  Melia.  Thanks.  It  hampers,  threatened  with  jailtime  or  li- 
cense revocation,  and  they  have  to  be  used  very  selectively.  It 
helps — that  is — one  of  the  things  is  where  it  helps  to  have  access 
to  tax  data.  If  you  know  that  a  guy  is  making  $60,000,  which  most 
child  support  agencies  don't  know  if  the  person  is  self-employed. 
They  have  no  way  of  knowing.  You  know,  you  can — ^you  don't  need 
to  actually  carry  through  on  your  threat  to  put  the  person  in  jail. 
The  person  is  going  to  have  almost,  you  know,  99  times  out  of  100, 
if  he  thinks  you  are  serious,  he  is  going  to  have  the  ability  to  pay. 
If  you  start  threatening  people  who  are  down  and  out,  well  fine 

Chairman  FORD.  Especially  with  jailtime. 

Mr.  Melia.  We  don't  put  anything  in  jail  except  for  once  a  year. 

Chairman  Ford.  They  tow  your  car — I  am  willing  to  do  just 
about  everything  to  get  these  deadbeat  dads  to  pay.  There  is  no 
doubt  about  that,  but  I  think  some  of  it  goes  a  bit  too  far.  To  leave 
that  discretion  up  to  local  agencies  sometimes  leads  to  abuse  and 
the  people's  rights  are  taken  away. 

That  is  not  to  say  through  intercepting,  through  every  other 
means,  all — license  of  all  kinds,  business,  driver's  license  and  ev- 
erything should  be  added  to  that.  But  I  don't  think  that  when  those 
who  are  victimized,  the  very  poorest  of  the  poor,  and  that  they  are 
the  ones  that  you  use  to  show  everybody  else  what  you  are  going 
to  do.  If  those  people  had  any  type  of  means,  they  wouldn't  have 
been  caught  in  that  situation. 

I  wasn  t  fussing  at  you,  Mr.  Hoffman,  but  I  have  that  problem 
in  my  hometown. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  I  agree  with  you  100  percent  on  that. 
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Chairman  Ford.  You  wrote  a  paper  on  child  support  enforcement 
with  Patrick  SulHvan  and  Darrvll  Gnibbs  in  which  you  outlined  a 
two-tier  case  management  child  support  enforcement  model.  How 
does  the  model  you  outlined  differ  from  the  administration's  pro- 
posal here? 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Well,  the  administration's  proposal  would  have  all 
of  the  cases  worked  without  any  form  of  prioritization,  and  it  re- 
quires right  now  that  they  be  worked  equally,  so  that  the  poorest 
children  don't  receive  priority  under  the  administration's  plan. 

Under  the  plan  that  I  am  proposing,  the  cases  that  have  to  be 
worked  first  in  tier  one  are  people  who  are  receiving  welfare  bene- 
fits or  Medicaid  benefits,  and  the  goal  is,  of  course,  to  get  them  off 
of  welfare  and  off  of  Medicaid  right  away  and  get  child  support  into 
that  home.  Those  are  the  people  we  should  be  worried  about  the 
most  and  take  care  of  first. 

We  also  suggest  in  tier  one,  that  if  somebody  was  within  175  per- 
cent of  the  poverty  line,  that  their  case  should  also  be  worked,  be- 
cause they  are  in  danger  of  falling  onto  the  welfare  rolls. 

We  also  suggest  that  those  cases  be  prioritized  according  to  what 
we  call  "freshness."  In  other  words,  if  somebody  is  a  recent  recipi- 
ent of  welfare,  there  is  a  strong  likelihood  that  you  are  going  to 
find  that  father  and  to  have  him  be  responsible,  pay,  and  get  that 
child  off  of  welfare.  Or  if  the  support  order  was  just  entered,  then 
that  case  ought  to  receive  priority. 

So  we  are  suggesting  that  there  be  a  prioritization  of  the  case- 
load based  on  need,  and  only  after  a  State  certifies  that  they  have 
worked  those  cases  and  taken  care  of  the  people  who  are  the  poor- 
est and  the  people  who  are  on  welfare,  that  they  should  turn  their 
attention  to  the  next  tier.  And  there  are  a  lot  of  States  that  have 
the  capacity  to  work  the  second-tier  cases  and  should  work  them. 
But  for  those  States  that  are  not  meeting  their  goals  and  not  get- 
ting past  the  tier  one  cases,  I  think  the  taxpayer  is  entitled  to  ben- 
efit, but  more  importantly,  I  think  the  children  who  need  the  help 
the  most  ought  to  get  the  attention  first. 

If  you  have  a  system  where  you  are  not  serving  all  of  the  people 
and  you  are  only  collecting  on  one  out  of  every  five  cases,  why  not 
focus  their  attention  on  the  people  who  need  the  help  the  most? 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Griswold,  I  know  it  is  not  your  book,  but 
I  think  you  wanted  to  get  into  this. 

Mr.  Griswold.  I  couldn't  agree  more  with  this.  One  of  our  big- 
gest frustrations  is  that  every  case  in  this  system  must,  by  Federal 
regulation,  have  the  same  priority.  We  would — if  we  have  limited 
resources  that  we  can  apply  to  this,  then — and  if  we  do  not  antici- 
pate great  additional  resources  being  added,  then  the  only  alter- 
native is  to  prioritize.  And  if  that  flexibility  were  allowed,  then  we 
could  zero  in  on  those  cases  that,  by  whatever  standards  are  deter- 
mined most  needy  and  in  order  of  priority,  are  first  on  the  list. 

Chairman  Ford.  Mr.  Melia. 

Mr.  Melia.  This  is  why  you  need  not  to  cap  the  investments  in 
computer  systems.  As  long  as  you  are  stuck  in  a  caseworker  sys- 
tem, you  know,  what  was  just  said  is  absolutely  correct.  You  will 
never  have  enough  people  to  work  all  of  the  cases.  But  if  you  are 
in  a  system  where  you  can,  you  know,  match  your  entire  caseload 
every  night  against  every  bank  account  in  your  State,  you  can  get 
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all  the  bank  accounts.  You  can  clean  them  all  up.  You  don't  need 
a  single  employee. 

If  you  can  match  against  all  the  real  estate  owned  in  your  State, 
you  can  place  a  lien  on  every  piece  of  property,  whether  you  have 
10  people  working  for  you  or  10,000.  If  you  have  a  new  hire  system 
which  is  in  the  bill  here  and  sure  to  be  part  of  the  plan,  you  know, 
you  can  get  all  the  wage  assignments  from  everybody  who  is  work- 
ing in  your  State.  It  is  an  approach  that  the  administration  is  tak- 
ing that  gets  you  out  of  the  trap  here  that  we  have  been  talking 
about. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  May  I  make  one  other  comment  on  that,  Mr. 
Chairman.  When  I  was  running  a  State  program,  the  case  that 
bothered  me  most  was  that  of  the  wealthy  custodial  parent  who 
could  afford  to  be  without  child  support  much  more  readily  than 
somebody  on  welfare.  She  knew  how  to  work  the  system;  she  knew 
how  to  call  the  elected  representatives  that  would  get  her  case 
worked.  So  there  was  a  priority 

Chairman  Ford.  Wait  a  minute.  Say  that  again. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Well,  the  person  who 

Chairman  Ford.  The  noncustodial  parent. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  The  custodial  parent  not  on  welfare  whose  case 
would  not  be  a  priority  under  the  system  that  I  am  suggesting. 

Chairman  Ford.  All  right. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  They  knew  how  to  get  their  case  worked.  Their 
case  got  worked  ahead  of  the  person  who  really  needed  the  money 
10  times  more  than  that  person  did.  So  there  is  a  certain  inherent 
unfairness  in  the  system.  I  think  the  kind  of  prioritization  I  am 
suggesting  would  help  solve  that  problem. 

Chairman  Ford.  OK  Mr.  Melia,  according  to  your  testimony,  you 
indicated  that  70  percent  of  all  child  support  collections  in  your 
State  are  acquired  through  the  new  hire  system.  Other  collection 
mechanisms  often  stressed  such  as  tax  refund  intercept,  only  bring 
in  10  to  15  percent  of  all  collections. 

Based  upon  this  information,  do  you  think  it  is  necessary  to  Fed- 
eralize the  child  support  system  or  would  collections  be  increased 
through  the  President's  proposed  national  directory  of  new  hire? 

Mr.  Melia.  No,  I  don't  think  that  it  is  wise  to  Federalize  the  sys- 
tem. It  is  a  fairly  expensive  undertaking.  So  you  would  Federalize 
it  and  you  pay  several  billion  in  up-front  costs  to  get  the  system 
up  and  running  in  the  hopes  that  you  would  be,  you  know,  you 
would  gain  that  money  back  in  additional  collections  some  years 
down  the  road.  So,  OK,  let's  suppose  the  community  decides  there 
is  plenty  of  money  laying  around.  We  are  willing  to  pay  this  up- 
front cost.  Then  most  people  who  want  to  Federalize  the  program 
want  to  give  it  to  the  IRS. 

We  found  that  if  you  look  at  the  unpaid  child  support  in  Massa- 
chusetts, three-quarters  of  it  is  attributable  to  people  who  are  not 
in  the  tax  system.  They  don't  file  an  income  tax  return  with  the 
IRS  and  I  don't  file  an  income  tax  return  with  the  Massachusetts 
Department  of  Revenue.  So  giving  it  to  the  IRS  is  not  going  to  get 
these  people  to  pay.  They  cannot  find  these  people. 

They  are  not  going  to  be  able  to  find  them  to  make  them  pay 
$2,000,  $3,000  or  $4,000  a  year  in  child  support  to  a  tax  agency. 
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That  money  is  peanuts.  If  a  tax  collector  is  asked  to  go  collect  a 
$3,000  or  $4,000  debt,  it  is  a  sign  that  his  career  is  over. 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  if  your  State  is  able  to  collect  70  percent 
of  all  child  support  collections  in  its  new  hire  system,  is  it  nec- 
essary to  have  this  new  national  new  hire  directory? 

Mr.  Melia.  Yes.  Every  State  needs  one.  Once  every  State  has 
one,  you  just  about  have  a  de  facto — I  mean  all  you  have  to  do  is 
link  the  50  databases  together  and  you  have  a  de  facto  national 
hire  database.  Whether  you  call  it  that  in  legislation,  that  is  almost 
irrelevant.  But  States  are,  you  know,  as  we  speak,  every  State  is 
rushing  to  meet  the  October  1995  system  deadlines  that  will  all 
give  them  the  technological  capability  to  share  this  information.  So 
you  know,  once  you  get  it,  you  get  it. 

Now,  we  are  at  the  point  where  sometime,  you  know,  within  a 
year,  we  are  going  to  be  at  the  point  where  we  are  going  to  be  able 
to  invite  all  of  the  49  States  to  send  us  their  entire  caseloads  of 
nonpaying  cases,  which  will  be  a  couple  million  cases  in  the  aggre- 
gate, and  we  will  just  take  them  all  in  and  we  will  run  them 
against  our  new  hire  system  and  our  bank  match  system  and  our 
lien  system,  and  because  they  are  automated,  we  don't  have  to  hire 
any  new  people. 

So  if  you  are  living  in  South  Carolina  or  Texas  or  California  and 
your  ex-husband  has  gone  to  Massachusetts,  we  are  not  that  far 
away  from  the  point  where  we  can  skip  the  whole  URESA  filling 
out  the  form  process  and  get  you  the  money. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  If  I  may,  Mr.  Chairman,  I  agree  with  Bob's  point 
about  getting  away  from  the  whole  URESA  system.  Wage  withhold- 
ing has  to  be  recognized  across  State  lines,  as  well  as  liens.  UIFSA 
is  quickly  coming  to  the  fore  and  will  make  a  big  difference.  I  think 
that  Massachusetts  will  even  admit  that  their  big  problems  arise 
as  soon  as  that  person  crosses  the  State  line. 

They  may  have  a  great  computer  system  there.  They  may  be 
doing  these  cases  in  me  most  efficient  way  with  high  technology, 
but  let  that  person  go  on  the  run,  and  Massachusetts  is  going  to 
suffer  like  the  other  49  States.  And  that  is  where  the  real  problem 
is. 

Chairman  Ford.  All  right.  I  want  to  thank  the  three  panelists 
for  your  testimony  and  responding  to  the  questions  here  from  the 
Chair.  Thank  you  very  much. 

I  would  like  to  just  say  that  this,  as  you  know,  is  a  very  critical 
component  of  the  welfare  package  that  the  administration  has  sent 
to  the  Congress  and  the  debate  that  is  before  this  committee.  I  cer- 
tainly would  like  for  you  to  know  that  there  might  be  times  that 
I  will  have  to  write  you  or  call  you  and  ask  that  you  respond  to 
a  certain  particular  issue. 

As  we  get  ready,  if  we  are  going  to  mark  up  the  bill  here,  and 
as  this  dialog  and  this  national  debate  goes  on,  I  mean  I  certainly 
want  you  all  to  know  that  we  might  at  any  time  call  you  or  write 
you  and  ask  you  to  respond  to  us  in  some  of  these  areas. 

I  think  you  have  been  very  clear  and  thorough  for  the  record 
today  and  I  appreciate  that,  but  we  might  have  to  be  in  touch  with 
you  to  respond  to  some  of  the  other  issues  that  come  up.  Because 
it  is  an  area  that  we  want  to  make  sure,  however  we  craft  the  lan- 
guage in  this  child  support  enforcement  policy  to  strengthen  the 
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policy,  to  amend  the  child  support  enforcement  program,  that  we 
do  what  is  best  for  those  who  have  to  administer  these  programs 
and  make  sure  that  we  collect  the  money  for  these  children. 

Mr.  Hoffman.  Thank  you,  Mr.  Chairman.  Be  happy  to. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much.  Appreciate  it. 

We  will  call  Pamela  Cave,  Chantilly,  Va.,  former  AFDC  recipient; 
Bill  Harrington,  the  national  director  of  the  American  Fathers  Coa- 
lition; and  Ms.  Whitright,  the  Association  for  Children  for  Enforce- 
ment of  Support  to  the  table. 

Let  me  welcome  you.  I  know  you  have  been  waiting  an  awfully 
long  time.  You  have  sat  through  and  heard  all  of  these  witnesses 
and  we  really  appreciate  you  taking  the  patience  to  wait  and  to  be 
here.  I  certainly  welcome  the  three  of  you  before  the  committee, 
and  I  look  forward  to  hearing  your  testimony  today.  I  will  go  in  the 
order  in  which  I  called  the  names.  Ms.  Cave,  you  will  be  recognized 
first. 

STATEMENT  OF  PAMELA  L.  CAVE,  FORMER  AFDC  RECIPIENT, 
CHANTILLY,  VA. 

Ms.  Cave.  OK.  Thank  you.  My  name  is  Pamela  Cave.  I  am  a  sin- 
gle mother  of  five  young  children.  I  am  still  married  to  my  hus- 
band. My  children  are  all  legitimate  and  they  all  belong  to  my  hus- 
band. I  was  an  ADC  recipient  in  Fairfax  County,  Va.,  from  June 
1990,  when  my  husband  initially  deserted  our  family,  until  Janu- 
ary 1,  1993,  the  date  that  the  Division  of  Child  Support  was  finally 
able  to  change  our  ADC  agency  case  to  a  non-ADC  status.  We  pres- 
ently have  a  monthly  income  of  $660.  This  is  less  than  we  would 
receive  from  ADC,  but  it  is  an  amount  that  is  court-ordered  none- 
theless. 

I  have  collected  and  studied  proposed  legislation  and  accompany- 
ing remarks.  I  have  some  general  concerns  regarding  the  assump- 
tions and  perceptions  of  Federal  regulations  pertaining  to  the  im- 
plementation of  AFDC  programs.  I  know  from  my  experiences  that 
the  mishandling  of  cases  does  occur.  I  have  personally  had  to  ap- 
peal agency  actions  on  several  occasions.  I  have  won  my  appeals. 
I  have  also  assisted  in  the  preparation  of  agency  appeals  for  appli- 
cants who  have  been  wrongly  denied  benefits.  The  application  proc- 
ess itself  is  lengthy  and  specific  in  its  requirements.  When  fraud 
occurs,  it  is  generally  the  result  of  the  error  or  apathy  of  an  agency 
employee.  The  majority  of  eligibility  workers  I  have  encountered 
are  overloaded  with  cases  and  are  simply  not  capable  of  handling 
the  large  caseload  in  a  manner  consistent  with  quality,  timely  proc- 
essing of  applications. 

I  am  grateful  to  have  the  opportunity  to  meet  with  you  and  dis- 
cuss some  of  my  concerns  and  experiences.  The  text  of  the  legisla- 
tion I  have  read  thus  far,  as  well  as  the  media  coverage  of  the  topic 
at  hand,  seems  to  focus  on  the  stereotypical  image  one  might  have 
of  a  "welfare  mother." 

We  are  not  all  unmarried,  uneducated.  We  are  not  all  lazy,  not 
all  irresponsible.  We  are  not  all  looking  for  a  free  ride  or  a  hand- 
out. I  am  concerned  that  the  focus  on  the  welfare  mother  is  striving 
to  treat  a  symptom  of  the  problem.  If  welfare  reform  is  to  be  of 
merit,  it  must  seek  to  address  the  root  of  the  basic  problem. 
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The  basic  problem  is  that  our  current  society  is  so  focused  on  and 
driven  by  individual  rights  that  accountability  and  responsibility 
have  gone  out  the  window.  We  use  our  individual  rights  as  our  ex- 
cuses for  avoiding  responsibility  and  accountability  for  our  actions. 
It  takes  two  people  to  produce  a  child.  Therefore,  our  society  should 
expect  and  demand  that  both  parents  be  held  responsible  and  ac- 
countable for  providing  for  the  needs  of  their  children. 

I  heard  Charles  Murray  make  a  disturbing  remark  on  a  recent 
20/20  report  presented  by  John  Stossel.  Mr.  Murray  stated  that  the 
father  of  an  illegitimate  child  has  no  legal  obligation  to  provide  for 
that  child.  This  statement  is  not  true.  When  an  applicant  submits 
the  necessary  paperwork  to  be  considered  for  AFDC,  she,  or  he, 
must  sign  a  statement  allowing  the  subrogation  of  his  or  her  rights 
to  pursue  an  absent  parent  for  child  support  to  the  State  of  juris- 
diction. This  is  the  case  regardless  of  the  marital  status  of  the  ap- 
plicant. An  applicant  is  required  by  law  to  provide  the  agency  with 
information  regarding  the  absent  parent.  Unless  an  applicant  can 
provide  compelling  reason  why  such  cooperation  would  be  det- 
rimental to  either  herself,  himself  or  the  child,  this  requirement 
must  be  met  in  order  for  an  application  for  assistance  to  be  consid- 
ered and  approved.  This  requirement  alone  suggests  the  legal  re- 
sponsibility of  the  absent  parent. 

Our  government  would  be  well-served  to  educate  the  public  re- 
garding this  matter.  The  public  should  be  informed  that  welfare 
checks  are  simply  not  available  for  the  asking.  The  public  should 
be  told  that  87  percent  of  welfare  moneys  distributed  today  are 
done  so  under  the  auspices  of  the  AFDC  program.  This  program  is 
specifically  for  children  who  are  proven  to  be  missing  the  support 
and  benefit  of  one  absent  parent.  This  education  should  motivate 
your  constituents  to  demand  that  parents,  both  parents,  be  held  ac- 
countable imder  penalty  of  law  to  provide  for  their  children.  We 
need  tough,  criminal  Federal  guidelines  for  child  support  enforce- 
ment. 

In  the  State  of  Virginia,  it  is  a  misdemeanor  to  drive  up  to  a 
chicken  coop  and  flash  the  birds  with  automobile  headlights.  Yet 
the  same  code  of  law  providing  this  statute  encourages  child  sup- 
port enforcement  agencies  to  pursue  child  support  only  via  a  civil 
process.  There  seems  to  be  a  need  for  tougher,  more  aggressive  en- 
forcement procedures  at  all  levels,  State,  county,  city  and  Federal. 

I  can't  tell  you  how  many  times  I  have  heard  the  statement,  "we 
can't  get  blood  from  a  turnip,"  in  reference  to  my  own  child  support 
case.  Yet,  my  husband  has  been  allowed  to  decrease  his  ability  to 
pay  from  $900  per  month  to  $660  per  month,  all  while  under  the 
purview  of  Fairfax  County  child  support  enforcement.  Here  again, 
we  have  a  dilemma  of  an  agency  overburdened  by  a  large  caseload, 
often  understaffed  and  often  undermotivated. 

I  have  yet  to  hear  proposals  which  address  these  concerns.  The 
policies  that  are  now  in  place  in  Fairfax  County,  Va.,  are  represent- 
ative of  some  of  the  proposals  I  have  read.  In  Fairfax  County,  many 
of  these  ideas  expressed  in  new  legislative  proposals  have  already 
been  implemented  countywide.  We  do  have  programs  available 
which  offer  job  training  and  skills  learning  for  unemployed  parents 
receiving  AFDC. 
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We  have  programs  which  offer  child  care  to  parents  receiving 
AFDC,  to  enable  them  to  seek  employment  or  to  pursue  further 
education  and/or  training.  We  have  assistance  available  to  provide 
for  transportation  and  other  work-related  expenses.  We  have  an 
abundance  of  social  programs  available.  But  if  any  of  these  pro- 
grams are  to  be  of  merit,  truly  effective,  the  county  agencies 
charged  with  implementing  the  programs  must  be  adequately 
staffed,  trained  and  motivated. 

I  have  personally  encountered  several  agency  workers  who  are  on 
the  job  implementing  agency  policy  without  first  possessing  a  thor- 
ough knowledge  of  the  complex  rules,  methods  and  procedures  in- 
volved in  the  assessment  process  regarding  AFDC  eligibility.  Here 
again  we  have  a  situation  of  a  service  agency  overburdened  by  a 
large  caseload,  often  understaffed  and  perhaps  undermotivated.  I 
am  concerned  that  as  we  aggressively  suggest,  plan  and  discuss 
methods  to  improve  the  system,  we  may  continue  to  overload  and 
overburden  it  by  not  properly  building  the  foundation  of  agency 
staff  and  support  fundamentally  necessary  to  implement  complex 
social  problems. 

Child  support  enforcement  must  be  handled  in  a  manner  consist- 
ent with  deterring  absent  parents  for  failing  to  support  and/or  pro- 
vide for  their  children.  I  have  learned  the  "hard  way,"  that  no  one 
can  be  "made"  to  be  responsible.  Responsibility  must  come  from 
within  a  person's  character,  but  our  government  can  hold  absent 
parents  accountable  under  penalty  of  law  for  failing  to  support 
their  children.  If  deterrence  is  to  be  effective,  penalties  must  be 
swift,  mandatory  and  uncompromising.  This  simply  cannot  be  ac- 
complished by  the  civil  processes  generally  utilized  today.  Simply 
obtaining  proper  legal  service  upon  an  absent  parent  can  take 
months  if  it  ever  successfully  occurs  at  all. 

Before  new  policies  are  formulated  and  subsequently  imple- 
mented, we  must  fully  understand  what  we  are  building  on.  We 
must  look  to  the  "big  picture"  and  cast  aside  assumptions  which 
may  lead  to  the  perpetuation  of  the  problems  we  are  hoping  to  re- 
solve. We  must  fully  understand  and  recognize  the  relevance  of  ef- 
fective child  support  enforcement  and  the  process  of  reducing  wel- 
fare rolls.  We  must  acknowledge  the  criminality  of  willfully  neglect- 
ing to  support  a  child  and  we  must  move  forward  with  policies 
which  focus  on  the  possibilities  for  the  future  and  not  on  the  mis- 
takes of  the  past.  Thank  you. 

[The  prepared  statement  and  attachments  follow:] 


716 


Pamela  Cave 


Testimony  Prepared  for  Presentation  Before 

the  Subcommittee  on  Human  Resources: 

Committee  on  Ways  and  Means 


My  name  is  Pamela  Cave.  I  am  a  single  mother  of  five 
young  children.  I  am  still  married  to  my  husband.  My  chil- 
dren are  all  legitimate,  and  they  all  belong  to  my  husband. 
I  was  an  ADC  recipient  in  Fairfax  County,  Virginia,  from 
June  1990,  when  my  husband  initially  deserted  our  family, 
until  January  1,  1993-  the  date  that  the  Division  of  Child 
Support  Enforcement  was  finally  able  to  change  the  ADC 
agency  case  to  non-ADC  status.  We  presently  have  a  monthly 
income  of  six-hundred  and  sixty  dollars.  This  is  less  than 
we  would  receive  from  ADC,  but  it  is  an  amount  that  has 
been  court  ordered  nonetheless. 

I  have  collected  and  studied  proposed  legislation  and 
accompanying  remarks.  I  have  some  genuine  concerns  regarding 
the  assumptions  and  perceptions  of  current  federal  regula- 
tions pertaining  to  the  implementation  of  AFDC  programs.  I 
know  from  my  experiences  that  the  mishandling  of  cases  does 
occur'.  I  have  personally  had  to  appeal  agency  actions  on  se- 
veral occasions.  I  have  won  my  appeals.  I  have  also  assis- 
ted in  the  preparation  of  agency  appeals  for  applicants  who 
have  been  wrongly  denied  benefits.  The  application  process 
itself  is  lengthy  and  specific  in  its  requirements.  When 
fraud  occurs,  it  is  generally  the  result  of  the  error  or  the 
apathy  of  an  agency  employee.  The  majority  of  eligibility 
workers  I  have  encountered  are  overloaded  with  cases  and 
are  simply  not  capable  of  handling  the  large  caseload  in  a 
manner  consistent  with  quality,  timely  processing  of  appli- 
cations. 

I  am  grateful  to  have  the  opportunity  to  meet  with 
you  and  discuss  some  of  my  concerns  and  experiences.  The 
text  of  the  legislation  I  have  read  thus  far,  as  well  as  the 
media  coverage  of  the  topic  at  hand,  seems  to  focus  on  the 
stereo-typical  image  one  might  have  of  a  "welfare  mother". 
We  are  not  all  unmarried.  We  are  not  all  uneducated.  We  are 
not  all  lazy.  We  are  not  all  irresponsible.  We  are  not  all 
looking  for  a  free  ride  or  a  hand-out.  I  am  concerned  that 
the  focus  on  the  "welfare  mother"  is  striving  to  treat  a 
symptom  of  the  problem.  If  welfare  reform  is  to  be  of  merit, 
it  must  seek  to  address  the  root  of  the  basic  problem. 

The  basic  problem  is  that  our  current  society  is  so 
focused  on  and  driven  by  individual  rights  that  accounta- 
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bility  and  responsibility  have  gone  out  the  window.  We  use 
our  individual  rights  as  our  excuses  for  avoiding  responsi- 
bility and  accountability  for  our  actions.  It  takes  two  peo- 
ple to  produce  a  child.  Therefore,  our  society  should  expect 
and  demand  that  both  parents  be  held  responsible  and  ac- 
countable for  providing  for  the  needs  of  their  children. 

I  heard  Charles  Murray  make  a  disturbing  remark  on  a 
recent  "20/20"  report  presented  by  John  Stossel.  Mr.  Murray 
stated  that  the  father  of  an  illegitimate  child  has  no  le- 
gal obligation  to  provide  for  that  child.  This  statement  is 
not  true.  When  an  applicant  submits  the  necessary  paperwork 
to  be  considered  for  AFDC,  she,  or  he,  must  sign  a  state- 
ment allowing  the  subrogation  of  her  or  his  rights  to  pur- 
sue an  absent  parent  for  child  support  to  the  state  of  jur- 
isdiction. This  is  the  case  regardless  of  the  marital  status 
of  the  applicant.  An  applicant  is  required,  by  law,  to  pro- 
vide the  agency  with  information  regarding  the  absent  par- 
ent. Unless  an  applicant  can  provide  a  compelling  reason  why 
such  co-operation  would  be  detrimental  to  either  herself, 
himself,  or  the  child,  this  requirement  must  be  met  in  order 
for  an  application  for  assistance  to  be  considered  and  ap- 
proved. This  requirement  alone  suggests  the  legal  responsi- 
bility of  the  absent  parent. 

Our  government  would  be  well-served  to  educate  the 
public  regarding  this  matter.  The  public  should  be  informed 
that  welfare  checks  are  not  simply  available  for  the  asking. 
The  public  should  be  told  that  87  percent  of  welfare  monies 
distributed  today  are  done  so  under  the  auspices  of  the 
AFDC  program.  This  program  is  specifically  for  children  who 
are  proven  to  be  missing  the  support  and  benefit  of  one  ab- 
sent parent.  This  education  should  motivate  your  constitu- 
ants  to  demand  that  parents,  both,  be  held  accountable  under 
penalty  of  law  to  provide  for  their  children.  We  need  tough, 
criminal,  federal  guidelines  for  child  support  enforcement. 

In  the  State  of  Virginia,  it  is  a  misdemeanor  to  drive 
up  to  a  chicken  coop  and  flash  the  birds  with  automobile 
headlights.  Yet,  the  same  code  of  law  providing  this  statute 
encourages  child  support  enforcement  agencies  to  pursue 
child  support  only  via  a  civil  process.  There  seems  to  be  a 
need  for  tougher,  more  aggressive  enforcement  procedures  at 
all  levels;  state,  county,  city,  and  federal.  I  can't  tell 
you  how  many  times  I  have  heard  the  statement,  "We  can't 
get  blood  from  a  turnip",  in  reference  to  my  own  child 
support  case.  Yet,  my  husband  has  been  allowed  to  decrease 
his  ability  to  pay  from  nine-hundred  dollars  per  month  to 
six-hundred  and  sixty  dollars  per  month,  all  while  under 
the  purview  of  Fairfax  County  Child  Support  Enforcement. 
Here  again,  we  have  the  dilemma  of  an  agency  overburdened 
by  a  large  caseload,  often  understaffed,  and  often  under 
motivated . 

I  have  yet  to  hear  of  proposals  which  address  some  of 
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these  concerns.  The  policies  that  are  now  in  place  in  Fair- 
fax County,  Virginia,  are  representative  of  some  of  the  pro- 
posals I  have  recently  read.  In  Fairfax  County,  many  of  the 
ideas  expressed  in  new  legislative  proposals  have  already 
been  implemented  county-wide.  We  do  have  programs  available 
which  offer  job  training  and  skills  learning  for  unemployed 
parents  receiving  AFDC .  We  have  programs  which  offer  child 
care  to  parents  receiving  AFDC  to  enable  them  to  seek  em- 
ployment or  to  pursue  further  education  and/or  training.  We 
have  assistance  available  to  provide  for  transportation  and 
other  work-related  expenses.  We  have  an  abundance  of  social 
programs  avail^able,  but,  if  any  of  these  programs  are  to  be 
of  merit  by  being  truly  effective,  the  county  agencies 
charged  with  implementing  the  programs  must  be  adequately 
staffed,  trained,  and  motivated. 

I  have  personally  encountered  several  agency  workers 
who  were  on  the  job  implementing  agency  policy  without  first 
posessing  a  thorough  knowledge  of  the  complex  rules,  methods 
and  procedures  involved  in  the  assessment  process  regarding 
AFDC  eligibility.  Here,  again,  we  have  a  situation  of  a 
service  agency  overburdened  by  a  large  caseload,  often 
understaffed,  and,  perhaps,  undermotivated.  I  am  concerned 
that  as  we  aggressively  suggest,  plan,  and  discuss  methods 
to  improve  the  system,  we  may  continue  to  overload  and  over- 
burden it  by  not  properly  building  the  foundation  of  agency 
staff  and  support  fundamentally  necessary  to  implement  com- 
plex social  programs. 

Child  support  enforcement  must  be  handled  in  a  manner 
consistent  with  deterring  absent  parents  from  failing  to 
support  and/or  provide  for  their  children.  I  have  learned 
the  "hard  way"  that  no  one  can  be  "made"  to  be  responsible. 
Responsibility  must  come  from  within  a  person's  character. 
But,  our  government  can  hold  absent  parents  accountable,  un- 
der penalty  of  law,  for  failing  to  support  their  children. 
If  deterrence  is  to  be  effective,  penalties  must  be  swift, 
mandatory,  and  uncompromising.  This  simply  cannot  be  accom- 
plished via  the  civil  processes  generally  utilized  today. 
Simply  obtaining  proper  legal  service  upon  an  absent  parent 
can  take  months,  if  it  ever  successfully  occurs  at  all. 

Before  new  policies  are  formulated  and  subsequently  im-^ 
plemented,  we  must  fully  understand  what  we  are  building  on. 
We  must  look  to  the  "big  picture"  and  cast  aside  assumptions 
which  may  lead  to  the  perpetuation  of  the  problems  we  are 
hoping  to  resolve.  We  must  fully  understand  and  recognize 
the  relevance  of  effective  child  support  enforcement  in  the 
process  of  reducing  welfare  rolls.  We  must  acknowledge  the 
criminality  of  willfully  neglecting  to  support  a  child,  and 
we  must  move  forward  with  policies  which  focus  on  the  possi- 
bilities for  the  future  and  not  on  the  mistakes  of  the  past. 
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Facts  about 

Child  Support 

Enforcement 

for 

CUSTODIAL 

PARENTS 


The  Commonwealth  of  Virginia  believes 
that  every  child  has  a  right  to  support  from 
both  parents.  Many  times  this  right  is  vio- 
lated when  parents  who  aren't  living  with 
their  children  don't  provide  the  kind  of 
financial  care  that  they  should. 

Because  the  lack  of  adequate  child  support 
is  of  great  national  concern,  Congress 
passed  a  law  in  1975  requiring  every  state  to 
create  an  agency  responsible  for  a  child 
support  program  in  that  state.  In  Virginia, 
that  agency  is  the  Department  of  Social 
Services,  which  includes  the  Division  of 
Child  Support  Enforcement. 

Since  1975,  the  Division  of  Child  Support 
Enforcement  has  been  able  to  help  custo- 
dial parents  and  their  children  in  several 
ways.  In  1984,  Congress  passed  additional 
laws  which  give  the  Division  even  more  au- 
thority to  work  on  the  problem  of  absent 
parents  who  fail  to  provide  for  their  chil- 
dren's needs. 


vssii 

PEOPLE  HELPING  PECflE 


COMMONWEAITH  Cf  VRCNA 

DfflARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 


WHO  CAN  APPLY  FOR  SERVICES? 

The  Division  of  Child  Support  Enforcement 
(DCSE)  serves  all  Virginians,  regardless  of 
race,  sex,  or  income  level.  All  families 
whose  children  need  the  financial  support 
of  an  absent  parent  qualify  for  services 
from  DCSE,  including  families  receiving 
public  assistance. 


An  Equal  Opportunity  Agency 


HOW  DO  I  APPLY  FOR  SERVICE? 

You  may  apply  for  child  support  services  in 

three  ways: 

1)  You  may  go  to  the  Child  Support  En- 
forcement office  in  your  area  and  fill  out 
an  application  form. 
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2)  You  may  fill  out  an  application  and  mail  it 
to  the  Child  Support  Enforcement  Office 
serving  your  area. 

3)  If  you  are  receiving  Aid  to  Dependent 
Children  (ADC),  your  caseworker  w\\\ 
apply  for  you. 

HOW  MUCH  DO  SUPPORT 
ENFORCEMENT  SERVICES  COST? 

The  Division  of  Child  Support  Enforcement 
offers  services  which  are  affordable  to  all 
Virginians.  The  cost  for  services  depends 
on  the  situation,  but  the  maximum  applica- 
tion fee  is  $25.  For  families  receiving  ADC, 
child  support  services  are  free. 

WHAT  SERVICES  ARE 
AVAILABLE  FROM  DCSE? 

The  services  provided  by  DCSE  fall  into  five 
different  categories: 

1 )  Locating  the  absent  parent—  DCSE  will 
try  to  locate  the  absent  parent  for  you 
through  the  State  Parent  Locator  Ser- 
vice (SPLS),  using  the  parent's  name 
and  Social  Security  number  If  the  at>- 
sent  parent  has  moved  to  another  state, 
DCSE  can  ask  that  state  to  search  for 
him  or  her  through  its  State  Parent  Lo- 
cator Service.  DCSE  can  also  search  on 
a  national  level  for  the  absent  parent 
through  the  Federal  Parent  Locator  Ser- 
vice (FPLS),  if  necessary. 

2)  Getting  a  Support  Order  —  In  cases 
where  the  absent  parent  refuses  to  pay 
child  support,  DCSE  can  ask  the  court 
to  enter  an  order  for  support.  The  Divi- 
sion can  also  establish  an  administrative 
support  order  based  on  the  absent  par- 
ent's ability  to  pay. 


3)  Enforcing  the  Support  Order  —  When 
support  payments  are  irregular  or  are 
not  made  on  time,  DCSE  has  several 
enforcement  methods  available.  These 
include  withholding  wages,  placing  liens 
on  the  absent  parent's  assets,  and  gar- 
nishing his  or  her  paycheck.  DCSE  can 
also  ask  the  Internal  Revenue  Service 
and  the  Virginia  Department  of  Taxation 
to  collect  child  support  from  the  absent 
parent's  tax  refunds. 

4)  Determining  Legally  the  Father  of  a 
Child  (Establishing  Paternity)  -  If  a 
mother  was  never  married  to  the  father 
of  her  child,  DCSE  can  help  her  get  a 
legal  ruling  on  that  child's  paternity  A 
support  order  cannot  be  set  up  for  a 
child  born  out  of  wedlock  until  the  father 
admits  his  responsibility  or  it  is  proven 
that  he  is  the  child's  father  Legally  estab- 
lishing a  child's  paternity  is  important  for 
other  reasons  as  well.  For  example,  once 
paternity  has  been  established,  the  child 
may  be  entitled  to  the  father's  Social 
Security  or  Veteran's  benefits,  to  men- 
tion only  one  concern. 

5)  Interstate/URSEA  —  Each  state  has  leg- 
islation allowing  its  courts  to  cooperate 
with  other  states'  courts  on  child  sup- 
port requests.  This  state  legislation  is 
known  as  the  Uniform  Reciprocal  Enforce- 
ment of  Support  Act  (URESA).  Under 
this  law,  the  courts  of  one  state  (called 
the  initiating  state)  can  ask  the  courts  of 
another  state  (called  the  responding 
state)  to  provide  URESA  services.  Al- 
though each  state's  law  varies  some- 
what, URESA  generally  can  be  used  to 
establish,  change,  or  enforce  a  support 
order  orto  make  a  legal  determination  of 
fatherhood  for  a  child  whose  parents 
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were  never  married.  In  addition,  each 
state's  Child  Support  Enforcement  a- 
gency  can  request  help  directly  from 
another  state's  agency  in  locating  absent 
parents  and  establishing  and  enforcing 
support  obligations. 


WHAT  DO  I  HAVE  TO  DO  TO  GET 
CHILD  SUPPORT  SERVICES? 

An  important  part  of  applying  for  services  is 
signing  a  document  called  an  assignment 
of  rights.  This  document  is  necessary  for 
DCSE  to  provide  services  for  you  other 
than  locating  the  absent  parent.  You  can 
receive  locate  services  without  signing  this 
document,  but  if  you  want  DCSE  to  order 
the  absent  parent  to  pay  support,  or  if  you 
want  DCSE  to  take  the  parent  to  court  to 
get  support,  you  must  agree  to  turn  over  to 
DCSE  any  rights  to  support  on  behalf  of 
your  dependent  children.  Assignment  of 
rights  does  not  mean  that  you  do  not 
receive  support  money;  it  means  that  you 
are  giving  DCSE  the  authority  to  act  on 
your  behalf  to  receive  the  money  and  to 
transfer  it  to  you. 


HOW  WILL  I  GET  MY 

CHILD  SUPPORT  PAYMENTS? 

Depending  on  your  circumstances,  you  will 

receive  payments  in  one  of  the  following 

ways: 

1)  If  the  absent  parent  was  ordered  by  the 
court  to  pay  you  directly,  and  this  ar- 
rangement meets  your  approval,  there 
will  be  no  change. 


2)  If  you  are  receiving  ADC,  the  absent 
parent  will  be  instructed  to  make  pay- 
ments directly  to  DCSE  to  reimburse  the 
Commonwealth  for  your  family's  ADC 
grant.  You  are  not  entitled  to  both  the 
support  payment  and  your  welfare  grant. 

3)  If  you  were  receiving  support  through 
the  Juvenile  and  Domestic  Relations 
Court  prior  to  October  1 ,  1985,  you  now 
have  three  options: 

a)  you  may  have  the  absent  parent  pay 
you  directly; 

b)  you  may  apply  for  full  DCSE  services 
and  pay  a  fee  of  up  to  $25,  which  will 
be  your  only  fee  as  long  as  your  case 
remains  open;  or 

c)  you  may  elect  collection  servic.3s  only; 
no  enforcement  action  can  be  taken 
and  no  assignment  of  rights  is  needed. 
An  annual  fee  of  $25  is  charged  for 
collection  service. 


HOW  CAN  I  GET 
MORE  INFORMATION? 

For  more  information  on  child  support 

enforcement  services,  call  toll  free  1-800- 

468-8894. 

Callers  outside  Virginia,  phone  (804)  281- 

9154  (Not  toll  free). 
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Page  4 


Enlw  Infornwlion  For  Th.  Childran  Li>l<id 

1.  ADDITIONAL  INFORMATION 

DEPENDENT  FUU  NAME 

SOCIAL  SECURITY 
NUMBER 

BIHTHDATE 

Information)  if  making  a  referral  in  a 

Medicaid  only  case  or  in  referring  the 
parents  of  a  minor  caretaker  in  an 
AFDC  case. 

MIDDLE 

TELEPHONE  NUMBER 

TELEPHONE   NUMBER 

RECIPIENT/CP 
RELATION  TO  CHILD 

PARENT  (CPl  SEX 

II.  CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT  SERVICES  FOR  MEDICAID  RECIPIEfMTS 

I  understand  that  as  a  condition  of  eligibility  for  Medicaid,  I  must  cooperate  with  the 
Division  of  Child  Support  Enforcement  (DCSE)  in  establishing  paternity  and  medical 
support.  In  addition,  I  understand  that  I  am  eligible  to  receive  other  services  from  DCSE  if  I 
choose.    These  services  include  establishment,  enforcement,  collection  and  distribution  of 
child  support  payments.  I  also  understand  that  when  my  Medicaid  only  case  closes,  I  will 
continue  to  receive  child  support  services  unless  I  request  that  DCSE  close  my  case. 

CHECK  ONE  BOX  ONLY: 

A. I  want  all  services  offered  by  the  Division  of  Child  Support  Enforcement.  I 

authorize  the  Division  of  Child  Support  Enforcement  to: 

(1)  establish,  enforce,  and  collect  for  me  and  my  children  current  or 
past  due  support,  including  medical  support,  from  anyone  who  has  a 
legal  duty  to  support  me  and  my  children. 

(2)  endorse  and  cash  checks,  money  orders,  or  other  forms  of  payment 
which  are  made  out  to  me  for  support  payments  and  to  issue  me  a 
check  from  the  State  Treasury. 


(3)       give  receipts  to  the  payor  for  any  payment  collected. 

I  want  medical  support  services  only.  This  includes  pursuing  the  Absent 
Parent  for  health  insurance  coverage  as  well  as  establishing  paternity,  if  I 
was  not  married  to  the  father  at  the  time  of  my  child's  birth  and  paternity 
has  not  yet  been  established. 


Recipient/Custodial  Parent  Signature 


III.  CLIENT  REFUSES  TO  COOPERATE 

Eligibility  Worker  Signature 


Eligibility  Worker  Phone  Number 
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commonwealth    ct    Virginia 
?yfepai-t.iient   of    Social   Services 
CHECKLIST   or  NEEDED   VERIFICATION 


Name 
Address 


j  Programjs) 
I  Worker 


Date 


In  order  to  receive  assistance,  the  information  checked  below  must  be  provided.  We  wi 
help  you  obtain  the  information.  If  you  cannot  provide  the  information,  or  i£  you  nee 
help  in  providing  the  information,  contact  your  worker.  Call  collect,  if  necessary. 
If  you  do  .not  give  the  information  or  verification.,  or  contact  the  agency  by  the  date 
below,  your  application  may  be  denied. 


PLEASE  PROVIDE  INFORMATION  BY: 


INCOME  (Earned  and 

for  nx)nth(s)  of 

Most  recent  paystubs 
Statement  from  employer 
Self-employriient  records,  tax 

or  bookkeeping  records 
Support,  alimony  payments 

Social  Security/SSI  pay^nent 
Unemployment  payment 
Workmen's  Compensation  payment 
Loans  (personal  or  education) 
Work  study  paystubs 
Scholarships  ;3E0G,  PELL, 
SEOC,  CSAP,  or  other) 
Reserve  duty  pay 

Other 

WORK  OR  SCHOOL  EXPENSES 

Child  care  or  day  care  expense 

Expense  for  care  of  disabled 

person 
School  expenses  (tuition. 


Other 

»rDC-UP 

past  ?4  ironths 
Dates  unertipi oymer.t  received 
Application  for  unemployrwnt 
Wages  for  these  quarters 


RESOURCES 
)  Checking,  savings,  credi' 

union  statements 
)  Stocks  or  bonds 
)  Christmas  club  accounts 
)  IRAs,  trust  funds,  annui 
)  Life  insurance  poliries 
)  Burial  plots,  furKiS,  con 
)  Real  estate 


SHELTER  EXPENSES 
)  Rent  or  mortgage 


LEGALLT  K'ESFONSIELt  RELATIV 


Pay 


l^tatc-Tie.lt  o»  contribution 
Child  supporc  or  alimony 
Extraordinary  expenses 
Proof  of  ,Qntin:icd  3bsent.i 


Othe 


Voter  registration  ca 
Clinic,  medical  card 
Work/school  ID,  libra 


RtSIDENCf,  LIVING  ARRANGEMENTS 
Residence  verification 
Landlord  statement 
Friend  or  neighbor  statement 
Separate  arrangements  to  buy 
and  prepare  food 


.   DOCUMENTS 
)  Social  security  cards/r.imbers 
)  Application  for  social 

security  card 
)  Alien  documentation 


yen 


"EUl 

CAL  INFORMATION 

Ass 

qiwient  cf  rights 

form 

Msd 

til  for.,,,  statement 

Med 

cal  bills  for  unn 

•h(s) 

of 

tfeJi 

cjl  'nsurance  poi 

ici=s 

information  or  explj 
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COMMO>(WEALTH  OF  VIRGINIA 
DEPARTMENT  OF  SOCIAL  SERVICES 

NOTICE  OF  COOPERATION  AND  GOOD  CAUSE 

IN  ORDER  TO  BE  ELIGIBLE  FOR  AID  TO  FAMILIES  WITH  DEPENDENT  CHILDREN  (AFDC),  YOU  ARE  REQUIRED 
BY  LAW  TO  COOPERATE  IN  ESTABLISHING  PATERNITY  AND/OR  COLLECTING  CHILD  SUPPORT  TO  WHICH 
YOU  OR  YOUR  CHILD  MAY  BE  ENTITLED.    IN  ORDER  TO  BE  ELIGIBLE  FOR  MEDICAID,  YOU  ARE  REQUIRED 
BY  LAW  TO  COOPERATE  IN  ESTABLISHING  MEDICAL  SUPPORT  TO  WHICH  YOU  OR  YOUR  CHILD  MAY  BE 
ENTITLED. 

WHAT  IS  MEANT  BY  COOPERATION 

•  Appeanng  at  a  local  Department  of  Social  Services  office,  a  Division  of  Child  Support  Enforcement  office,  a  Medicaid  office, 
Court,  or  other  hearing  or  proceeding  as  requested. 

■  Providing  verbal  or  written  information  as  requested,  or  stating  under  penalty  of  perjury  you  have  no  knowledge  of  the 
mformation  requested. 

■  Identifymg  the  parent  of  any  child  applying  for  or  receiving  assistance. 

•  Helping  establish  legal  paternity  of  a  child  bom  out  of  wedlock. 

■  Helping  locate  an  absent  parent. 

■  Helping  obtain  child  support,  medical  support,  or  any  other  money  or  property  owed  to  you  or  a  child  receiving  assistance. 
This  mcludes  insurance  companies  who  may  be  liable  to  pay  for  medical  services. 

•  Paying  to  the  Division  of  Child  Support  Enforcement  any  money  directly  received  from  the  absent  parent  after  your  AFDC 
case  has  been  approved. 

WHAT  ARE  THE  BENEFITS  OF  COOPERATION 

Your  cooperation  could  result  in  the  following  benefits: 

■  Locating  an  absent  parent. 

■  Legally  establishing  paternity  for  a  child. 

■  Obtaimng  child  support  that  may  be  higher  than  your  AFDC  grant  or  receiving  a  support  disregard  payment  of  up  to  $50.00 
per  month  m  addition  to  your  AFDC  grant. 

■  Obtaining  rights  to  future  social  security,  veteran's,  or  other  government  benefits,  including  medical  support. 

WHAT  IS  MEANT  BY  -GOOD  CAUSE'  FOR  NOT  COOPERATING 

If  you  believe  that  your  cooperation  would  not  be  in  the  best  interest  of  a  child,  you  may  claim  good  cause  for  not  cooperating.  If 
you  can  provide  evidence  to  support  this  claim,  you  may  be  excused  from  cooperating,  and  no  attempt  will  be  made  to  establish 
paternity  or  collect  support. 

WHAT  IF  YOU  DO  NOT  COOPERATE  AND  GOOD  CAUSE  HAS  NOT  BEEN  DETERMINED 

■  You  will  be  ineligible  for  assistance.  Your  children  will  continue  to  be  eligible. 

■  For  AFDC,  a  protective  payee  may  be  appointed  to  receive  the  money  payment. 

■  For  AFDC  and  Medicaid,  the  Department  of  Social  Services  may  seek  support  on  behalf  of  eligible  children  if  it  is  detenmned 
that  it  may  be  done  without  risk  to  you  or  your  children. 

WHAT  IF  YOU  CHOOSE  TO  COOPERATE  AND  NOT  CLAIM  GOOD  CAUSE 

You  may  go  directly  to  the  end  of  this  notice,  check(V)  the  block  indicatmg  you  do  not  wish  to  claim  good  cause,  and  sign  your 


032-03-036/4  (2/93) 
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WHAT  IF  YOU  WISH  TO  CLAIM  GOOD  CAUSE  FOR  NOT  COOPERATING 

•  You  nuy  claim  good  cause  for  not  cooperaling  at  any  time  by  telling  your  worker. 

•  You  must  then  provide  evidence  that  good  cause  exists  within  JO  days  after  claiming  good  cause  when  applying  for  AFDC, 
within  20  days  after  claiming  good  cause  when  applying  for  Medicaid. 

•  If  you  need  help  obtaining  the  necessary  evidence,  you  may  ask  your  worker  for  assistance. 

HOW  IS  GOOD  CAUSE  DETERMINED  TO  EXIST 

•  Based  on  the  information  you  provide  and  on  investigation  of  your  claim,  your  agency  will  determine  if  good  cause  exists. 
■  Good  cause  for  not  cooperating  will  be  determined  to  exist  only  if: 

*  Your  cooperation  is  anticipated  to  result  in  serious  physical  or  emotional  barm  to  your  child  or  to  you,  reducing  your  ability 
to  adequately  care  for  your  child. 

*  The  child  was  conceived  as  a  result  of  forcible  rape  or  incest. 

*  Legal  proceedings  are  going  on  for  adoption  of  the  child. 

*  You  are  currently  being  assisted  by  a  public  or  licensed  private  social  agency  to  decide  whether  to  place  the  child  for 


WHAT  KINDS  OF  EVIDENCE  MAY  BE  USED  TO  SUPPORT  YOUR  CLAIM 

■  Birth  certificates,  or  medical  or  law  enforcement  records  which  indicate  that  the  child  was  conceived  as  the  result  of  incest  or 

forcible  rape; 

■  Court  documents  or  other  records  which  indicate  that  legal  proceedings  for  adoption  are  pending  in  court; 

■  Court,  medical,  criminal,  child  protective  services,  social  services,  psychological,  or  law  enforcement  records  which  indicate 
that  the  alleged  or  absent  father  might  inflict  physical  or  emotional  harm  on  you  or  the  child; 

■  Medical  records  which  indicate  emotional  health  history  and  present  health  status  of  you  or  the  child  for  whom  support  would 
be  sought;  or  written  slalemenLs  from  a  mental  health  professional  indicating  a  diagnosis  or  prognosis  concerning  the 
emotional  health  of  you  or  the  child; 

•  A  written  statement  from  a  public  or  private  agency  confirming  that  you  are  being  assisted  in  resolving  the  issue  of  whether  to 
keep  or  give  up  the  child  for  adoption;  and 

■  Sworn  statements  from  individuals,  including  friends,  neighbors,  clergymen,  social  workers,  and  medical  professionals  who 
might  have  knowledge  of  the  circumstances  providing  the  basis  for  your  good  cause  claim  of  physical  harm. 

WHAT  HAPPENS  AFTER  A  DETERMINATION  IS  MADE 

■  You  will  be  notified  of  the  results  of  the  agency's  investigation  and  whether  or  not  good  cause  for  not  cooperating  exists.  If 
good  cause  does  not  exist,  you  will  be  required  to  cooperate  with  your  agency  and  the  Division  of  Child  Support 


'  The  Division  of  Child  Support  Enforcement  and  the  State  Medicaid  Office  may  review  the  determination. 
'  If  you  disagree  with  the  determination,  you  may  request  a  hearing.  Child  Support  Enforcement  and  Medicaid  may  participate 
in  that  bearing. 

■  I  have  read  this  notice  and  understand  my  right  to  claim  good  cause  for  refiising  to  cooperate.  Checkf/)  one  of  the  blocks 
below. 

I — I        I  do  not  wish  to  claim  good  cause. 

' — '        I  wish  to  claim  good  cause. 


Signature  of  Applicant/Recipient 
1 1  have  provided  the  applicant/recipient  with  i  copy  of  this  i 
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8. 

Is  this  person  a 
Veteran'   Check 
Yes  or  No 

For  Veterans,  give 
the  Veteran  Claim 

li 

1  I 

iliMlii; 

..hi  II  u^^3 

> 

if 

jiliil      i: 

2 

IS 

S3,.     1     |l     1 

.Jill   i^<  ^   5 

3 

U 

3 

1 

2 

Give  the  birthdate  for  each  person. 

Give  the  city  and  state  of  birth  for  people 
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For  people  born  in  another  country,  give 
the  country  of  birth. 
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A.   GENERAL  INFORMATION  (ALL  APPLICANTS  MUST  COMPLETE  THIS  SECTION. 


^ 

LIST  EVERYONE  WHO  LIVES  IN  YOUR  HOME.  EVEN  IF  YOU  ARE  NOT  APPLYING  FOR  ASSISTANCE  FOR  EVERYONE. 
INCLUDE  ANYONE  TEMPORARILY  AWAY  FROM  HOME. 

INDICATE  WITH  A  CHECK  THE  ASSISTANCE  PROGRAMS  YOU  ARE 
REQUESTING  FOR  EACH  PERSON     CHECK  NONE  IF  YOU  ARE  NOT 
REQUESTING  ASSISTANCE  FOR  A  HOUSEHOLD  MEMBER. 

ANSWER  THE  REST  OF  THE  QUESTIONS  IN  THE  APPLICATION  FOR  THE 
PEOPLE  YOU  ARE  REQUESTING  BENEFITS  FOR. 

LIST  YOURSELF  ON  LINE  1 . 

PROGRAMS                                    1 

i 

.i  1  i  \M\ 

J 

I 

» 

IS  THIS 
PERSON 

LAST  NAME                          FIRST  NAME                     Ml               MAIDEN  NAME 

i|i  111 

" 

I 

1 

1 

2 

1   i 

3 

!   1 

1    i 
i 

1     ; 

1 

4 

j 

1 
i 

1 

5 

1 
i   i 

i    - 

j 

6 

INN 

;  1 
1   i 

7 

^ '  i  h  1 

j  1 
1   i 

8 

'    '■    ! 

AGENCY  USE  ONLY 


738 


FOLDOUT 


Unfold  this  page  and  use  to  complete 
Section  A,  GENERAL  INFORMATION. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Cave, 
Mr.  Harrington. 

STATEMENT  OF  BILL  HARRINGTON,  NATIONAL  DIRECTOR, 
AMERICAN  FATHERS  COALITION 

Mr.  Harrington.  One  year  ago  I  wrote  to  you  and  asked  for  the 
opportunity  to  testify  and  you  wrote  back  and  I  respect  your  com- 
mitment to  that  folio wup  letter.  Obviously,  a  lot  has  changed  in  the 
year  following  in  terms  of  the  President's  Welfare  Reform  Working 
Group.  Mr.  Ballard  and  I  are  here  today  to  begin  a  process  of  re- 
versing over  170  years  of  American  history,  some  of  which  is  re- 
ferred to  today  where  fathers  have  come  through  a  whole  cycle  of 
alienation  and  moved  out  of  the  central  part  of  family  policy. 

We  are  here  to  begin  that  process  of  bringing  fathers  back  into 
a  day-to-day  process  of  family  life,  and  the  challenge  to  you  and  to 
the  committee  is  how  do  we  do  that.  I  am  here  as  a  father  of  a 
daughter,  12,  a  son,  11.  I  went  through  a  modification  proceeding. 
I  was  in  court  43  times  in  IV2  years.  I  understand  all  of  the  emo- 
tional roller  coaster  rides  that  people  have  to  go  through  to  say 
how  do  you  have  your  commitment  to  your  child  as  a  father.  It  is 
a  challenge  in  our  country. 

Some  people,  if  they  have  a  woman  they  worked  with  and  got  to 
know  life  is  very  special.  Another  challenge  is  where  you  have  to 
fight  to  become  a  part  of  your  child's  life.  It  can  be  a  struggle  that 
you  would  do  anything  to  stay  actively  a  part.  I  will  refer  to  a  cou- 
ple of  specifics.  I  work  in  Congressman  Jim  McDermott's  district 
every  day  as  a  paralegal. 

I  deal  with  these  issues,  mostly  fathers,  some  with  mothers.  I 
live  down  the  street  from  a  hospital  in  Tacoma  in  Congressman 
Norm  Dicks'  district  where  I  live,  the  first  hospital  in  the  United 
States  to  start  the  hospital  paternity  identification  process.  That  is 
really,  I  guess,  my  most  special  opportunity  to  testify  today. 

Speaker  Foley  appointed  me  to  the  new  Commission  on  Child 
and  Family  Welfare.  I  am  still  waiting  for  the  last  three  Presi- 
dential appointments  so  our  commission  can  start  working  and 
then  will  contribute  to  your  agenda  in  the  future.  But  the  critical 
issue  here  is  really  what  is  the  role  of  fathers?  Reestablishing,  not 
just  ending  welfare,  I  think  you  made  that  point.  We  are  not  here 
to  be  punitive  or  negative  or  adversarial. 

We  value  the  role  of  both  mothers  and  fathers.  The  critical  na- 
ture is  how  do  we  get  fathers  involved  in  a  day-to-day  basis.  The 
critical  part  that  you  are  looking  at,  theoretically,  Mr.  Chairman, 
if  this  was  a  live  baby  and  you  are  struggling  with  80  or  90  percent 
of  fathers  not  involved,  unmarried,  what  is  the  single  thing  that 
this  bill  can  do?  One  thing?  How  do  you  get  the  father  voluntarily 
at  the  hospital  to  physically  hold  his  child  within  the  first  24  hours 
of  life.  If  you  do,  if  you  do,  there  is  a  50-percent  likelihood  that  that 
father  will  stay  involved  for  the  rest  of  that  child's  life. 

How  do  we  establish  the  basis  of  any  mother  who  can  fail  to 
identify  the  father?  This  country  is  built  on  family.  In  my  testi- 
mony I  cite  several  constitutional  cases.  It  is  the  child's  right.  I  am 
not  here  as  a  father.  I  am  here  as  an  advocate  really  for  the  chil- 
dren. 
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The  family  law  section  of  the  American  Bar  Association  had  a 
wonderful  article  last  year,  "Why  Children  Need  Their  Fathers." 
This  is  not  about  a  mother's  right  to  decide  whether  the  father  is 

foing  to  be  involved.  That  is  his  decision.  But  if  he  doesn't  know 
e  is  the  father,  how  can  he  participate? 

The  gentleman  from  South  Carolina  gave  you  the  testimony.  It 
is  here.  It  is  in  Federal  regulations  that  stop  a  father  from  being 
involved.  It  gives  incentives  to  mothers  to  keep  the  man  away  fi- 
nancially. The  question  for  you  is  how  do  we  remove  those  Federal 
roadblocks? 

I  was  really  pleased  to  hear  you  say  you  are  interested  in  those, 
because  they  are  there,  they  are  very  real.  The  administration,  to 
its  credit,  and  I  compliment  the  President  and  the  administration — 
we  have  had  a  number  of  meetings  with  them,  but  on  this  issue 
they  would  not  talk,  because  you  are  talking  about  custody  and  re- 
sponsibility, not  just  access. 

What  Mr.  Ballard  and  you  exchanged,  what  is  the  dignity?  How 
do  you  establish  it?  Do  you  do  it  through  money?  When  men  and 
women  establish  relationships,  do  they  look  in  each  other's  wallets? 
Absolutely  not.  They  look  into  each  other's  eyes  and  it  goes  from 
there. 

If  you  give  the  father  the  chance  to  look  into  his  baby's  eyes,  as 
Mr.  Ballard  said,  you  give  him  emotional  and  psychological  bonding 
that  money  cannot  buy.  I  support  the  paternity  identification  proc- 
ess, mandatory,  all  the  way,  because  you  are  here  for  children.  You 
are  not  here  for  the  mothers.  You  are  not  here  for  the  fathers.  We 
have  to  establish  the  right  of  every  child  to  know  the  identity  of 
their  fathers. 

It  is  fascinating.  We  talk  about  criminal  sanctions  for  child  sup- 
port. Where  is  the  criminal  sanction  for  a  mother  who  refuses  a 
role  model  for  her  child,  the  work  ethic,  the  ability  to  interact?  All 
of  the  abilities  needed  for  survival  as  an  adult,  half  of  that  is  taken 
away  arbitrarily.  We  cannot  do  that  in  this  country.  The  missing 
factor  is  the  father  factor. 

Yesterday,  Congressman  Neal  sat  here  and  testified,  what  is  the 
overriding  connection  between  welfare  reform  and  crime?  Absent 
fathers  and  fatherless  children.  Fifty  percent  of  the  murders  being 
committed  by  boys  13  to  20,  absent  fathers,  they  never  had  a  fa- 
ther. Teenage  girls  that  get  pregnant,  70  percent  no  father,  no  re- 
sponsible role  model.  Over  and  over,  Mr.  Chairman,  it  is  the  father 
factor.  And  the  key  question,  what  is  the  contribution  of  the  father 
to  the  psychological  and  emotional  development  of  children,  boys 
and  girls? 

The  father  is  a  significant  factor,  and  this  country  doesn't  under- 
stand that.  That  is  why  we  are  here.  The  Welfare  Reform  Group, 
in  their  testimony,  I  attached  a  copy  of  the  private  paper  to  the 
President.  It  says,  "Much  needs  to  be  learned  about  noncustodial 
parents,  partly  because  we  have  focused  relatively  little  attention 
on  this  population  in  the  past,  and  we  know  less  about  what  types 
of  programs  would  work. 

Here  we  are  with  all  kinds  of  new  programs,  new  proposals,  and 
they  don't  understand  what  motivates  men  to  be  a  part  of  family 
life.  The  gentleman  from  South  Carolina  told  you  over  and  over 
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that  we  do  have  institutional  roadblocks  and  disincentives  to  keep 
fathers  away  from  the  home. 

The  policy  wasn't  in  1930;  it  was  in  1960.  Our  country  adopted 
the  man-out-of-the-home  rule.  We  said,  money,  a  dollar,  was  the 
only  factor  that  this  country  could  recognize.  That  became  Federal 
policy.  What  about  the  emotional  and  psychological  contributions  of 
the  male  parent?  Girls  need  math  to  get  academic  degrees,  Mr. 
Chairman.  That  is  what  fathers  give  to  their  daughters. 

Every  successful  woman  in  this  country  has  a  male  role  model 
that  gave  her  the  confidence  to  go  to  an  advanced  degree.  The 
mothers  contribute  to  it,  but  that  is  the  special  factor  that  fathers 
give  to  their  daughters,  proper  sex  role  identification.  How  do  we 
treat  men?  What  is  the  relationship  between  men  and  women?  We 
see  that  when  we  see  mothers  and  fathers  interact,  good  things 
happen. 

When  we  arbitrarily  deny  that  father  a  significant  part  of  the 
time  with  that  child,  we  are  committing  child  abuse,  and  that  is 
why  it  is  criminal  for  any  child  not  to  have  the  identity  of  their  fa- 
ther. We  talk  about,  let's  have  criminal  enforcement  for  child  sup- 
port. How  about  criminal  enforcement  for  failure  to  give  that  child 
the  right  and  respect  that  child's  right  to  have  both  parents. 

Fundamentally,  Mr.  Chairman,  we  start  not  only  at  the  time  of 
birth,  but  Dr.  Pam  Jordan  from  the  University  of  Washington 
School  of  Nursing  talks  about  the  alienation  of  fathers  before  the 
child  is  born,  and  that  is  why  the  administration,  very  much  to 
their  credit,  has  included  prenatal  counseling,  prepared  childbirth 
counseling,  because  that  is  when  the  parents  can  sit  down  and  say 
you  are  about  to  become  parents.  What  can  we  do  to  contribute  to 
this  child?  So  at  the  date  of  birth,  the  father  has  a  greater  likeli- 
hood of  physically  being  in  the  hospital. 

Half  the  paternity  fathers  are  there,  half  of  them.  But  they  are 
reluctant  to  sign — and  I  gave  you  the  paternity  identification  form 
from  Washington.  Mom  says,  I  am  the  mom;  he  is  the  dad.  The  dad 
says,  I  am  the  dad,  I  get  to  pay  child  support. 

Where  is  the  presumption,  where  is  the  investigation  that  says 
she  is  the  better  parent?  It  is  not  there.  That  is  why  the  Clinton 
administration  deserves  credit,  because  they  are  talking  about  due 
process.  That  is  the  most  critical  time.  That  is  when  the  child-par- 
ent relationship  is  established.  The  parents  don't  know  their  rights. 

I  mean  look  at  the  immaturity,  the  problem  that  these  people  are 
having.  We  have  to  help  them.  That  is  why  your  compassion  and 
understanding  can  open  the  doors  to  make  welfare  reform  real.  It 
cannot  be  punitive.  We  have  gone  down  the  road  of  being  punitive. 

In  our  country,  we  have  a  1-percent  increase  in  collections  over 
all  the  cases  versus  the  income  in  child  support.  In  Iowa  they  had 
a  demonstration  grant  where  they  provided  counseling  for  the 
mothers  and  fathers  to  get  together.  As  a  result,  there  was  a  17- 
percent  voluntary  increase  in  child  support.  Give  parents  the  dig- 
nity of  being  parents  and  just  realize  we  are  very  imperfect  people. 

I  speak  as  a  father  on  this  point.  We  have  all  kinds  of  arrange- 
ments. For  2  years  mom  works,  goes  to  school;  for  2  years  dad 
works,  stays  home.  Who  knows?  Do  you  have  a  right  to  come  into 
my  life  and  say  there  has  to  be  a  child  support  order  because  I 
have  joint  custody  and  there  is  no  order?  That  is  what  the  adminis- 
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tration  is  asking  you  to  do,  and  it  is  wrong.  Why  intervene  in  my 
life  when  both  parents  are  working  and  supporting  the  children. 
There  is  no  need  for  a  support  order.  That  happens  with  a  lot  of 
people.  Or  other  parents  make  other  relationships  based  on  other 
arrangements. 

The  true  need,  Mr.  Chairman,  is  there  are  a  lot  of  people  out 
there  who  need  help  and  men  need  to  become  familiar  with  the  bu- 
reaucracy. Why  make  it  just  a  negative  experience  by  saying  the 
only  issue  here  is  money.  What  about  the  dignity  of  having  the  fa- 
ther's name  on  the  birth  certificate? 

What  about  the  child  taking  his  surname  so  the  child  has  an 
identity  of  the  relationship  between  the  two  parents?  None  of  that 
is  guaranteed.  What  about  when  the  child  leaves  the  hospital,  that 
the  father  gets  to  see  his  child  without  an  additional  court  order? 
Where  is  the  schedule  for  an  interim  amount  of  time  that  that  fa- 
ther can  spend  with  the  child?  None  of  that  is  there. 

But  if  you  do  that,  then  this  process  can  be  very  exciting.  We 
have  doubled  our  paternity  rate.  I  am  here  believing  in  the  process. 
I  am  just  saying  we  have  imperfectly  created  a  paternity  form,  but 
this  is  the  model  form  that  goes  throughout  the  country. 

We  have  done  harm  to  fathers  because  we  are  no  better  in  our 
State  about  the  father's  right  to  see  their  children.  The  right  to  see 
your  child  isn't  there.  Everybody  says  we  want  to  create  all  of  these 
penalties  and  put  people  m  jail.  It  is  crazy.  Let's  try  to  find  the 
number  of  fathers  that  have  dignity  that  we  can  deal  with,  that 
want  to  be  a  part  of  it. 

Mr.  Ballard  is  correct  and  you  are  also  correct.  You  don't  need 
to  teach  fathers  to  emotionally  care  about  their  children.  They  care. 
What  Mr.  Ballard  was  talking  about  is  helping  fathers  to  under- 
stand how  to  work  with  the  mothers.  So  I  think  you  were  both 
right  there.  But  it  is  terrific  that  you  have  held  the  hearings.  It  is 
terrific  that  fatherhood  is  regaining  some  dignity.  We  just  have  to 
realize  that  parents  in  this  country  need  some  help. 

When  you  talk  about  deadbeats,  and  I  don't  chastise  you,  but 
when  you  talk  about  deadbeat  dads,  you  also  create  by  implication 
deadbeat  moms.  When  you  do  that,  you  denigrate  the  whole  insti- 
tution of  parenthood.  You  are  right.  There  are  people  out  there  who 
are  not  involved.  They  deserve  to  be  chastised,  punished,  chal- 
lenged. But  that  is  not  the  majority  of  parents.  Some  of  them  are 
unemployed,  sick  and  disabled.  Who  knows  what  goes  on  in  peo- 
ple's lives  as  to  why  they  are  not  involved.  How  dare  we  just  clas- 
sify a  whole  group  of  people  because  they  don't  have  the  support 
base  that  a  lot  of  us  have. 

Chairman  Ford.  Well,  I  don't  think  we  really  place  that  category 
of  men  who  can't  afford  not  working.  Deadbeat  dads  means  just 
what  it  means,  deadbeat  dads. 

Mr.  Harrington.  Mr.  Chairman,  the  number  of  orders — is — but 
you  talk  about  deadbeat  dads. 

Chairman  Ford.  Deadbeat — well,  there  are  more  deadbeat  dads 
than  there  are  deadbeat  moms. 

Mr.  Harrington.  Let's  get  away  from  the  gender  of  this  stuff 
and  just  get  down  to  the  reality  that  there  are  a  lot  of  individual 

f)arents  that  are  very  imperfect  people  and  they  have  lots  of  prob- 
ems  and  they  should  not  be  criminally  sanctioned. 
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Chairman  Ford.  Deadbeat  parents  then. 

Mr  Harrington.  We  have  WIC.  Let's  make  it  parents,  infants 
and  children.  Let's  take  the  gender  out  of  it  and  realize  that  a  lot 
of  good  fathers,  like  the  Michigan  judge — a  paternity  father,  gave — 
paternity  judge  gave  custody  to  the  father,  that  is  a  good  decision. 
Thank  you  very  much. 

[The  prepared  statement  and  attachments  follow:] 
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COMMITTEE  ON  WAYS  AND  MEANS 
HUMAN  RESOURCES  SUBCOMMITTEE 
HOUSE  OF  REPRESENTATIVES 
WASHINGTON  D.C. 
THURSDAY,  JULY  28TH,  1994 


TESTIMONY  OF  BILL  HARRINGTON  -  WELFARE  REFORM  1994  -  H.R.  4605 


GOOD  MORNING,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  AND  COMMITTEE  MEMBERS.  MY  NAME  IS  BILL 
HARRINGTON,  AND  I  AM  FROM  THE  "OTHER  WASHINGTON"  -  FROM  TACOMA  AND 
SEATTLE,  THE  GREEN  AND  MILD  PACIFIC  NORTHWEST. 

I  am  here  today  as  National  Director  of  the  American  Fathers 
Coalition.  We  are  the  Fathers'  Rights  leaders  from  all  over 
America.  Additionally,  we  are  academics,  social  science 
researchers,  attorneys,  mental  health  professionals,  second-wives 
and  girlfriends,  family  members  and  supporters. 

I  cim  here  today  as  the  leader  and  organizer  of  several  meetings  in 
this  past  year  with  the  White  House,  and  the  White  House  Welfare 
Reform  Working  Group  on  Welfare  Reform  issues.  Additionally,  I  was 
responsible  for  the  Congressional  Symposium  held  on  June  17th  where 
our  fathers  and  mens  issues  were  presented  to  several  Congressional 
staff  members. 

I  am  NOT  HERE  to  suggest  that  fathers  are  right  and  mothers  wrong, 
or  fathers  are  good  and  mothers  are  bad,  or  anything  like  that.  We 
see  the  de-institutionalization  of  the  feunily  as  a  disaster  for  our 
society,  and  especially  for  the  challenge  facing  parents  today  in 
our  troubled  world.  We  value  equally  the  commitment  of  both 
parents  to  each  other,  to  work  together,  for  the  benefit  of  their 
children. 

THE  REALITY  IS  THAT  MOST  DIVORCED  PARENTS,  BOTH  FATHERS  AND 
MOTHERS,  WORKING  TOGETHER  MANAGE  TO  REACH  AGREEMENT  ON  MOST  ISSUES. 
THESE  AGREEMENTS  MAY  NOT  BE  IN  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  THE  CHILDREN, 
BUT  THEY  ARE  AGREEMENTS  THAT  AVOID  CONTINUING  FIGHTING  AND  STRESS 
FOR  THE  CHILDREN.  THESE  70%  PARENTS,  ALMOST  ALL  LEGALLY  FIT 
PARENTS,  ARE  THE  PARENTS  WHO  MAKE  THE  SYSTEM  WORK  IN  SPITE  OF 
ITSELF.  THE  PROBLEM  AREAS  FOR  NATIONAL  POLICY  MAKERS  ARE  THE  25- 
30%  OF  PARENTS  IN  SEPARATED  AND  DIVORCED  CASES,  WHO  ARE  OF 
QUESTIONABLE  FITNESS  AND  EMOTIONAL  STABILITY,  THESE  ARE  THE  SOURCES 
OF  MOST  OF  THE  CASES  REQUIRING  ENTITLEMENT  FUNDING.  THESE  ARE  ALSO 
THE  CASES  WHERE  FATHERS  HAVE  THE  LEAST  IDEAS  OR  UNDERSTANDING  OF 
THEIR  PARENTAL  RIGHTS  AND  PARENTAL  DUTIES  WITH  THEIR  CHILDREN. 

FOR  BOTH  FATHERS,  AS  WELL  AS  MOTHERS,  MODERN  LIVING  HAS  PLACED 
EXTRAORDINARY  DEMANDS  ON  THEIR  PARENTHOOD,  SOMETIMES  UNFAIRLY. 
PREVIOUSLY,  PARENTS  LIVED  and  parented  WITH  ADDITIONAL  COMMUNITY 
SUPPORT.  THIS  support  CAME  FROM  FAMILY  MEMBERS,  NEIGHBORS  AND 
FRIENDS.  IN  TODAY'S  WORLD,  TOO  MANY  PARENTS  LIVE  PRIVATIZED  LIVES, 
WITH  ONLY  THE  SUPPORT  OF  THE  INTERNAL  NUCLEAR  FAMILY,  IF  THAT. 
FACING  EXTRAORDINARY  DEMANDS  TO  CONSUME,  AND  SOCIAL  PRESSURES  FOR 
INDIVIDUAL  PERSONAL  FULFILLMENT  AND  HAPPINESS,  PRESSURES  ON  PARENTS 
TO  MEET  UNREALISTIC  EXPECTATIONS  CAUSES  MANY  FAMILIES  TO  MEET 
EMOTIONAL  BREAKING  POINTS  WITH  INCREASING  FREQUENCY.  ALL  TOO  OFTEN 
THIS  IS  HAPPENING  EARLY  IN  THE  FAMILY  HISTORY,  RATHER  THAN  LATER. 

WHEN  THESE  BOILING  POINTS  AND  BREAKING  POINTS  OCCUR,  AND  TEMPORARY 
PARENTAL  SEPARATION  OCCURS,  AND  STATE  INTERVENTION  SOON  FOLLOWS, 
WHAT  WE  SEE  IS  THAT  PARENTS  ARE  TOO  OFTEN  PLACED  INTO  DIRECT 
ADVERSARIAL  CONFLICT  RATHER  THAN  GENUINE  DISPUTE  RESOLUTION. 
EXISTING  INTERVENTION  POLICIES  AND  PERSONNEL  TOO  OFTEN  DIVIDE 
FAMILIES,  AND  THE  FAMILY  ONCE  BROKEN  APART,  IS  TOO  OFTEN  IMPOSSIBLE 
TO  PUT  BACK  TOGETHER  AGAIN.  THIS  SOUNDS  LIKE  THE  HUMPTY-DUMPTY 
STORY  AND  IT  IS. 
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SOCIETY  PAYS  AND  PAYS  AND  KEEPS  PAYING  FOR  THIS  WRONGFUL 
INTERVENTION  OF  THE  GOVERNMENT  INTO  THE  FAMILY.  THE  TIME  HAS  COME 
TO  CHALLENGE  THE  UNDERLYING  POLICIES  THAT  FORCE  STATE  INTERVENTION, 
THAT  CREATES  BROKEN  FAMILIES,  AND  REQUIRES  ENTITLEMENT  PROGRAMS  TO 
GO  INTO  ACTION.  THE  APRIL  1993  ISSUE  OF  ATLANTIC  MAGAZINE,  DAN 
OUAYLE  WAS  RIGHT.  HAS  EFFECTIVELY  CHRONICLED  HOW  AMERICA'S  PRESENT 
DIVORCE  SYSTEM  IS  CONTRARY  TO  THE  BEST  INTEREST  OF  CHILDREN. 

WITHOUT  NATIONAL  FAMILY  POLICIES  THAT  ARE  MALE  POSITIVE  AND  FATHER 
INCLUSIVE,  FAMILY  FRIENDLY  AND  ALSO  FAMILY  SUPPORTIVE,  AND  BASED  ON 
THE  POSITIVE  DYNAMICS  OF  MODERN  TWO  PARENT  FAMILIES,  EXISTING 
POLICY  ENFORCEMENT  IS  HARMFUL  TO  FAMILIES  AND  WRONGLY  INJURES 
MILLIONS  OF  INNOCENT  CHILDREN.  THESE  ARE  LITTLE  PEOPLE,  OUR 
CHILDREN,  WHO  WE  ARE  SUPPOSEDLY  INTENDING  TO  HELP,  BUT  ARE  ACTUALLY 
HURTING  UNDER  OUR  EXISTING  POLICIES.  THESE  INNOCENT  CHILDREN  ARE 
THE  REAL  LOSERS  IN  THE  CURRENT  SYSTEM. 

America's  fathers  are  here  today  to  become  involved  with  Congress 
as  a  necessary  policy  making  component.  Fathers  are  here  today  to 
join  with  many  other  voices  for  fundamental  attitudinal  reforms  on 
family  policy  based  on  respect  for  two-parent  values.  Without 
father-friendly  provisions,  welfare  reform  is  doomed  to  limited 
success  or  outright  failure.  It  is  our  intent  to  contribute  to 
this  debate  with  positive  proposals  intending  to  re-establish 
father  parenting  as  a  day  to  day  feature  in  the  lives  of  children 
not  currently  living  with  both  natural  parents. 

AMERICA'S  FATHERS  ARE  HERE  TODAY  TO  BEGIN  REVERSING  OVER  170  YEARS 
OF  AMERICAN  HISTORY  OF  FATHERS  BEING  SEDUCED,  PUSHED,  PULLED  AND 
SHOVED  TO  THE  PERIPHERY  OF  FAMILY  LIFE.  OUR  GOAL  IS  TO  BRING 
FATHERS  BACK  INTO  A  CO-EQUAL,  CENTRAL  ROLE,  OF  FAMILY  LIFE 
THROUGHOUT  EVERY  COMMUNITY  AND  NEIGHBORHOOD. 

I  am  also  here,  individually,  as  an  appointed  Commissioner,  to  the 
U.S.  Commission  on  Child  &  Family  Welfare  created  under  the 
authority  of  PL  102-521.  We  are  still  waiting  for  the  three 
appointments  by  President  Clinton  so  the  Commission  can  be  up  and 
running. 

The  work  of  this  Commission,  and  its  recommendations,  will  serve  to 
give  Congress  new  agenda  items  for  legislation  in  the  following 
years.  The  reality  that  people  are  involved  from  the  perspective 
of  fathers  and  two-parent  fcunily  values  will  increase  the 
credibility  of  new  legislation.  I  will  have  the  personal 
opportunity  through  serv^ice  on  this  Commission  to  contribute  to 
these  new  proposals.  Working  together,  with  fathers  and  mothers, 
and  other  interested  policy  researchers,  we  can  provide  a  better 
future  for  America's  troubled  children  than  has  occurred  in  the 
past.  We  can  learn  from  unintended  consequences  of  well 
intentioned  legislation,  to  avoid  the  mistakes  of  the  past. 

I  cun  here  today  as  the  leader  and  organizer  of  several  meetings  in 
this  past  year  with  the  White  House,  and  the  White  House  Welfare 
Reform  Working  Group  on  Welfare  Reform  issues.  Additionally,  I  was 
responsible  for  the  Congressional  Symposium  held  on  June  17th  where 
our  fathers  and  mens  issues  were  presented  to  several  Congressional 
staff  members.  We  had  a  panel  of  very  experienced  leaders  present 
a  history  of  issues  and  proposals  for  Congressional  action. 

ON  BEHALF  OF  RESPONSIBLE,  LOVING  AND  CARING  FATHERS,  FATHERS  FROM 
ALL  OVER  AMERICA,  FATHERS  WHO  LOVE  THEIR  CHILDREN  AS  MUCH  AS 
MOTHERS,  FATHERS  WHO  ARE  FINALLY  WORKING  TOGETHER  POLITICALLY  AT 
THE  NATIONAL  LEVEL  ON  FAMILY  POLICY  AND  WELFARE  REFORM  ISSUES,  WE 
THANK  PRESIDENT  CLINTON  PERSONALLY,  AND  THE  CLINTON  ADMINISTRATION, 
FOR  PUTTING  FAMILY  POLICY  ISSUES  ON  THE  NATIONAL  POLITICAL  AGENDA, 
thereby  ESTABLISHING  A  BASIS  FOR  THESE  HEARINGS, 

TO  ITS  CREDIT,  CONGRESS  IS  NOW  PLAYING  ITS  ROLE  IN  HOLDING 
HEARINGS,  receiving  testimony,  and  beginning  the  analysis  of  THE 
VARIOUS  ISSUES  THAT  ARE  NOW  ON  THE  TABLE.  WE  THANK  CONGRESS  FOR 
HOLDING  THESE  HEARINGS  AND  3IVING  OUR  AMERICAN  FATHERS  COALITION  AN 
OPPORTUNITY  TO  TESTIFY. 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN,  IT  IS  OUR  BELIEF,  AND  OUR  OPINION,  THAT  WHILE  FATHERS 
ARE  MOST  CERTAINLY  A  PART  OF  THE  PROBLEM  REGARDING  FAMILY  POLICY 
AND  WELFARE  ISSUES,  THAT  MORE  IMPORTANTLY,  FATHERS  ARE  AN 
UNDERAPPRECIATED,  ALMOST  IGNORED,  PART  OF  THE  SOLUTION.  WE  ARE 
PART  OF  THE  NEW  COALITION  OF  FAMILY  POLICY  ADVOCATES  WHO  ARE  IN 
AGREEMENT  THAT  "DAN  QUAYLE  WAS  RIGHT".  that  fatherXchild 
relationships  are  important  and  ought  not  be  ridiculed  or 
diminished  through  legal  procedures  or  government  policy. 

We  are  here  today  to  follow  previous  major  policy  enactments  in 
both  1984  and  1988.  This  Subcommittee  began  this  1994  process  on 
March  15th,  1994  and  the  American  Fathers  Coalition  has  a  statement 
in  the  record.  We  thank  the  Subcommittee  for  printing  our 
statement  as  it  includes  our  full  package  of  policy  proposals 
presented  to  the  White  House  Welfare  Reform  Working  Group  on 
December  16th,  1994. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  we  are  here  today  as  fathers,  proud  to  be  fathers, 
and  we  are  neither  embarrassed  nor  ashamed  to  admit  we  love  and 
cherish  our  children  and  we  accept  our  roles  as  involved  and 
responsible  male  parents.  Each  child  has  both  a  father  as  well  as 
a  mother.  While  this  seems  obvious,  America  today  has  a  situation 
of  "APARTHEID"  for  50%  of  America's  children.  In  America  today, 
there  are  estimated  as  high  as  20,000,000  children  without  benefit 
of  day  to  day  parenting  by  fathers.  This  is  a  tragedy  of  immense 
proportions,  and  is  a  situation  only  getting  worse  as  we  fail  to 
adopt  policies,  and  a  change  of  attitude  about  fathers.  This 
tragic  situation  of  fatherless  children  is  a  direct  result  of 
government  policies  such  as  the  one  first  adopted  in  the  1950 's, 
"The  Male  Out  of  Home  Rule".  Policies  such  as  every  other  weekend 
residential  schedules  between  children  and  fathers  have  served  to 
first  separate  fathers  from  their  children,  then  totally  disrupt 
the  father\child  psychological  bond,  and  finally  served  to  keep 
children  away  permanently  from  their  fathers. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  THE  GREATEST  MYTH  is  that  fathers  have  never  really 
cared  about  their  children,  and  they  easily  walked  away  from  their 
fcimily  responsibilities  and  never  looked  back.  The  reality,  MR. 
CHAIRMAN,  is  the  opposite  for  the  large  majority  of  fathers.  Some 
of  these  fathers  were  sold  on  the  work  ethic  to  the  point  they 
worked  as  much  overtime  as  possible,  and  also  worked  weekends,  to 
provide  the  American  dream  for  their  feimily  and  children.  These 
fathers  never  had  a  chance  once  the  divorce  started  and  the  mother 
opted  not  to  work,  and  instead,  went  on  welfare. 

FOR  THE  UNMARRIED  FATHER,  he  was  told  constantly  he  had  no  rights 
to  custody  of  his  children.  Until  the  Supreme  Court  case  of 
Stanley  v.  Illinois  in  1972,  Courts  had  usually  adopted  the 
property  rule  to  children,  and  unmarried  mothers  still  continue  to 
see  their  children  as  their  personal  property.  Mothers,  and 
mothers  alone,  will  decide  if  the  father  is  allowed  any  meaningful 
role  in  the  lives  of  the  children,  other  than  paying  child  support. 

Before  we  can  even  begin  to  legislate  about  fathers,  in  paternity 
cases  especially,  we  must  understand  our  federal  government  has 
almost  no  understanding  of  fathers.  In  the  White  House  Welfare 
Reform  Working  Group  draft  report,  dated  Feb.  26th,  1994,  on  page 
#37  attached,  we  see  that  our  federal  government  really  has  no  idea 
what  fathers  are  all  about,  and  our  government  has  even  fewer  ideas 
about  what  programs  will  really  work. 

America's  fathers  want  to  know  how  our  government  can  even  attempt 
new  family  policy  legislation  when  our  government  has  no  real 
understanding  of  fathers?  Vice  President  Gore  recently 
participated  in  Re-Union  III  in  Nashville,  Tennessee  and  the  topic 
was  male  involvement  with  children.  This  conference  was  highly 
received,  but  it  was  only  a  beginning.  We  wonder  if  the 
recommendations  from  that  Conference  are  before  this  Subcommittee? 
What  other  studies  about  fathers  are  before  the  Subcommittee?  If 
few  or  none  are  before  this  Subcommittee,  how  can  we  seriously 
argue  that  new  legislation  is  based  on  informed  decision-making? 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN,  in  paternity  cases,  if  a  father  physically  holds  his 
child  within  the  first  24  hours  of  life,  research  shows  that  the 
father  is  twice  as  likely  to  remain  actively  involved  in  that 
child's  life.  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  what  provisions  are  in  H.R.  4605  or 
any  other  welfare  reform  bill  that  would  assist  any  unmarried 
father  to  be  notified  of  the  hospitalization  of  the  mother  and  the 
expected  birth  of  the  child?  If  few  or  none,  then  how  can  we  say 
that  welfare  reform  in  1994  will  have  different  results  that  in 
previous  legislation?  If  the  answer  is  NO,  why  isn't  the  important 
research  on  father\child  emotional  and  psychological  attachments 
before  this  Subcommittee,  research  that  will  help  committee  members 
understand  the  critical  nature  of  the  paternity  identification 
process? 

This  issue  of  birth  notice  and  participation  in  the  delivery  of  the 
child  is  the  beginning  of  the  child  development  process.  If  a 
father  is  involved  from  the  beginning,  there  is  a  greater 
likelihood  the  child's  rights  and  need  for  parenting  by  both 
parents  will  be  met.  SECRETARY  SHALALA'S  testimony  before  the  full 
Committee  discussed  the  effects  on  children  for  poverty  if  their 
parents  fail  to  meet  certain  criteria:  married,  over  age  18,  and 
employed.  If  the  mother  fails  or  refuses  to  identify  the  father, 
the  child  has  a  poverty  likelihood  of  nearly  80%.  However,  if  the 
father  is  involved  and  also  meets  these  elementary  criteria,  the 
poverty  likelihood  drops  to  around  8%.  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  this  is  why 
the  recommendation  from  the  American  Fathers  Coalition  that  father 
identification  be  mandatory  in  pre-birth  classes  and  pre-natal 
checkups  is  so  critical.  The  provisions  of  Section  641  on  page  288 
of  H.R.  4605  are  critical  if  this  legislation  is  to  have  any  chance 
of  success.  The  issues  we  have  raised  about  the  fathers  name  on 
the  birth  certificate,  the  child  being  given  the  father's  surname, 
and  a  temporary  residential  schedule,  are  critical  to  be  spelled 
out,  and  not  just  assume  the  states  know  what  Due  Process  matters 
are  to  be  addressed. 

The  mothers  must  understand  from  the  beginning  that  father 
participation  is  critical  for  the  short  and  long  term  best 
interests  of  the  child.  When  this  does  not  happen,  we  begin  the 
process  of  a  fatherless  child.  Failure  to  identify  the  father  at 
the  outset  and  establish  a  fatherXchild  relationship  actually  is 
institutionalized  child  abuse. 

Unmarried  mothers,  even  before  conception,  must  be  made  to 
understand,  and  what  must  become  a  mandatory  process,  is  the 
earliest  possible  identification  and  involvement  of  the  father  in 
the  life  of  the  child. 

Most  states  have  laws  that  talk  about  wrongful  intervention  into 
the  life  of  a  child  is  also  wrongful  intervention  into  the 
parentXchild  relationship.  On  what  basis  do  we  protect  mothers 
from  legal  sanctions  for  the  failure  of  their  duty  to  establish 
paternity  identification?  Here  we  have  a  simple  case  of  research 
that  clearly  shows  the  disadvantage  of  children  being  raised  in  one 
parent  homes,  and  yet  we  allow  it  to  occur  over  and  over  and  we  do 
nothing  to  reverse  this  result. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  every  mother  knows  she  is  a  mother,  or  about  to  be  a 
mother.  Every  woman  knows  she  is  pregnant  and  soon  to  be  a  mother. 
However,  other  than  direct  notice  by  the  mother  to  the  father,  how 
do  we  expect  the  father  to  know  he  is  about  to  become  a  father? 
This  failure  by  mothers,  and  our  lack  of  sanctions,  to  establish 
early  and  clear  identity  of  the  father,  is  but  one  major  excimple 
of  the  anti- father  gender  bias  at  work  in  our  paternity 
identification  system. 
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MR.  CHAIRMAN,  I  live  down  the  street  from  St.  Joseph's  Hospital  in 
Tacoma,  the  first  hospital  to  institute  a  program  based  on 
Washington's  new  law  requesting  assistance  from  hospitals  in 
identifying  paternity  fathers.  Research  shows  that  many  paternity 
fathers  are  in  fact  present  at  the  hospital  for  the  birth  of  their 
child.  The  statistics  are  that  married  fathers  are  present  in  the 
birth  room  in  over  80  of  births,  and  unmarried  fathers  are  there 
over  50%  of  the  births.  Most  fathers  do  not  sign  the  paternity 
forms  because  they  are  living  with  the  mother  and  no  signature  is 
legally  necessary  or  the  mother  has  not  told  the  father  about  the 
expectant  birth  and  he  has  no  reason  to  be  at  any  hospital.  Some 
fathers  feel  pressured  to  sign  the  forms  as  they  are  told  they  have 
to  do  so  before  the  mother  is  allowed  to  put  their  name  on  the 
birth  certificate.  Other  fathers  are  told  they  have  no  rights  to 
the  child  unless  they  sign.  These  fathers  are  never  informed  by  a 
neutral  party  about  their  actual  parental  rights. 

The  Washington  State  experience  shows  a  marked  increase  in 
paternity  identification  with  the  use  of  the  forms.  The  increase 
in  paternity  identification  is  a  good  result  and  we  support  this 
result.  The  American  average  of  less  that  20%  total  paternity 
identification  is  a  national  disgrace.  The  Washington  State  rate 
is  now  at  4  0%.  However  when  paternity  identification  is  actively 
pursued  as  in  Michigan  and  Wisconsin,  we  see  rates  over  60  and  7  0%. 

PROBLEMS  WITH  WASHINGTON  STATE  PATERNITY  IDENTIFICATION  FORMS 

MR. CHAIRMAN,  Washington  State's  paternity  identification  form  is 
likely  unconstitutional,  and  is  for  certain  anti-father  from  the 
very  beginning.  No  father  in  his  right  mind,  with  any  awareness  of 
Due  Process  under  the  14th  Amendment,  having  received  thorough 
legal  representation,  would  sign  the  document.  The  document  for 
the  mother  says  I  am  the  mom  and  he  is  the  dad.  The  document  for 
the  father  says  I  am  the  dad  and  I  agree  to  pay  child  support.  The 
overreaching  assumption  is  that  mom  is  automatically  the  custodial 
parent.  The  only  basis  for  collection  of  child  support  is  as  the 
custodial  parent,  yet,  in  these  cases  of  hospital  paternity 
identification,  the  father  has  no  legal  representation,  and  is 
never  asked  if  he  wants  to  be  the  custodial  parent.  The  child  is 
automatically  placed  on  welfare,  and  into  a  dependency  lifestyle, 
as  if  that  us  in  the  best  interest  of  the  child. 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  we  want  to  be  very  supporting  of  the  intent  of 
Section  640  {4){C)(i)  for  fathers  to  be  notified  of  their  legal 
rights  to  facilitate  cooperation  in  the  paternity  identification 
process.  Our  reluctance,  however,  is  to  be  asked  to  blindly  trust 
HHS  to  hire  and  train  objective  legal  counsel.  When  we  are  talking 
about  issues  such  as  father  custody,  making  moms  repay  a  fair  share 
of  AFDC  funds,  or  advising  a  father  on  filing  criminal  charges  for 
Custodial  Interference,  we  are  talking  about  trained  and 
experienced  legal  counsel  in  Civil  Rights  law.  Otherwise  the 
process  is  doomed. 

The  problem  for  society  is  what  happens  if  the  father  is  the  better 
parent  and  wants  official  status  as  the  custodial,  and  fully 
responsible  parent?  What  happens  first  is  that  the  government 
REFUSES  to  help  the  father.  If  the  father  inquires  of  the  hospital 
staff  or  HHS  personnel,  he  is  told  that  he  must  hire  a  private 
attorney.  This  is  not  what  happens  for  mothers,  so  why  the 
difference  in  process?  A  mother  gets  a  free  government  attorney, 
and  can  be  in  Court  or  establish  an  OSCE  Child  Support  Order  within 
a  few  days  if  the  mother  goes  on  welfare.  The  father  is  helpless 
against  his  child  going  onto  welfare  and  into  a  dependence 
lifestyle.  This  official  anti-father  discriminatory  process  must 
be  changed  I  I  I 

Already,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  over  10%  of  welfare  cases  have  resulted  in 
father  custody.  Single  father  households  are  now  at  13%  of  all 
single  parent  households,  the  fastest  growing  family  formation  in 
America.  YES,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  fathers  are  capable  of  taking  care  of 
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children  on  a  full  time  basis.  According  to  the  1990  census, 
1,400,000  households  are  headed  by  single  fathers. 

Why  don't  the  paternity  identification  forms  inform  the  father  of 
his  substantive  14th  Amendment  rights  to  have  his  name  on  the  birth 
certificate,  his  right  to  have  his  child  take  his  surname,  and  his 
father's  right  to  have  regularly  scheduled,  even  minimum,  parenting 
time  (residential  schedule),  even  temporarily  until  a  Court  hearing 
is  held  and  formal  temporary  orders  are  established?  A  law  review 
article  that  discusses  the  legal  status  of  unmarried  fathers  is : 
A  FATHER'S  RIGHT;  SOME  INCONSISTENCIES  IN  THE  APPLICATION  OF  DUE 
PROCESS  AND  EQUAL  PROTECTION  TO  THE  MALE  PARENT.  American  Journal 
of  Family  Law,  by  Carol  Lynn  Tebben,  Summer  of  1990. 

The  key  point  made  in  the  law  review  article  is  the  failure  of 
states  to  protect  the  father's  14th  Amendment  Due  Process  rights 
with  respect  to  identification  and  parenting  of  his  child. 
The  comment  is  as  follows: 

"The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  has  recognized  a  natural  father's 
established  relationship  with  his  child  as  a  protectable 
due  process  and  equal  protection  interest.   This  interest 
has  been  extended  further  by  the  Court  to  include  a  natural 
father's  potential  relationship  with  his  child.   The  states, 
however,  have  been  divergent  in  their  application  of 
constitutional  protection  to  these  interests,  and  many  states 
give  only  creimped  on  minimal  protection.   A  father's  14th 
Amendment  rights  are  often  pitted  against  such  crucial  public 
policy  issues  as  the  integrity  of  the  feunily,  the  stability 
of  the  adoption  process,  or  the  best  interest  of  the  child. 
Although  the  Court  has  recognized  that  rights  of  the  natural 
father  are  protectable,  the  Court  also  allows  a  great  deal  of 
discretion  to  the  states  in  determining  the  extent  of  that 
protection.   In  some  state  cases,  the  results  have  been 
contradictory  to  the  Court's  declaration  that  a  father's 
establish  or  potential  relationship  with  his  child  is 
protected.   For  many  fathers  seeking  to  protect  the 
relationship  with  a  child,  the  14th  Amendment  has  proven  to 
be  meaningless." 

The  only  reality  of  the  existing  Washington  State  paternity 
identification  form  is  to  establish  an  administrative  process 
designed  to  enter  child  support  orders.  The  critical  importance  of 
the  fatherXchild  relationship  and  any  notion  of  day  to  day  father 
parenting  is  totally  ignored. 

HOWEVER,  MR.  CHAIRMAN,  with  a  proper  form,  prepared  under  federal 
regulations,  with  14th  Amendments  rights  established  and  recognized 
in  federal  law,  the  document  could  be  of  great  assistance  in 
dramatically  increasing  the  formal  identification  of  unmarried 
fathers  in  the  United  States.  The  American  Fathers  Coalition 
strongly  supports  this  process,  because  it  is  our  belief  and 
opinion,  that  if  more  unmarried  fathers  knew  their  legal  rights, 
and  had  safeguarded  legal  procedures  for  paternity  identification, 
that  more  paternity  fathers  would  be  involved  as  day  to  day 
fathers,  and  many  more  would  even  be  primary  caregivers  of  their 
natural  children.  This  means  far  fewer  absent  fathers,  fewer  AFDC 
cases  and  welfare  spending,  and  savings  to  American  taxpayers. 
This  is  a  winning  formula  that  will  truly  help  children. 

WOMEN'S  OPPOSITION  PROVES  POINT 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  OUR  AMERICAN  FATHERS  COALITION  can  certainly 
understand  your  hesitation  to  take  our  words  of  discrimination 
against  fathers  with  any  depth  of  sympathy.  However,  MR.  CHAIRMAN, 
we  have  the  words  of  THE  WOMEN'S  ADVOCATE,  the  newsletter  of  the 
National  Center  on  Women  and  Family  Law  from  New  York.  The  January 
1994  newsletter  contains  two  articles:  BBS  Issues  Proposed 
Regulations  on  Paternity  estaJslishment  and  2  -  Joint  Custody  and 
Non-Marital  Children.  These  articles  express  deep  dissatisfaction 
and  fear  of  new  federal  laws.  Why?  Simply  because  mothers  will 
lose  their  favored  status  to  automatic  presumption  of  custody.  The 
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fear  is  stated  in  the  following  words: 

"The  proposed  rules  on  in-hospital  paternity  establishment 
contain  provisions  that  could  be  problematic  for  women  and 
children. " 

Here  we  are  in  an  epidemic  of  children  born  to  unmarried  parents, 
and  the  American  people  want  solutions,  and  the  White  House  and 
Congress  are  poised  and  ready  to  take  action,  and  the  official 
women's  rights  position  is  opposition.  What  does  this  say  about 
women's  rights  advocates  and  their  commitment  to  relieving  the 
pain,  suffering  and  impoverishment  of  children  born  to  unmarried 
parents,  who  by  their  very  birth  status,  have  higher  rates  of 
failed  lifestyles  than  if  they  were  born  into  family  circumstances 
with  both  parents? 

CONSTITUTIONAL  RIGHTS  OF  CHILD  TO  IDENTIFICATION  OF  BOTH  PARENTS 

MR.  CHAIRMAN,  every  child  has  a  Constitutional  right  to  the 
notification  and  identity  of  each  of  its  natural  birth  parents. 
The  question  is  that  paternity  not  is  it  just  good 

I.  THE  PARENT-CHILD  RELATIONSHIP  IS  A  CONSTITUTIONALLY  PROTECTED 
RIGHT  FOR  BOTH  PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

The  issues  raised  in  a  dissolution  or  paternity  case  involving 
custody  of  minor  children  and  the  ultimate  resolution  of  those 
issues  will  affect,  in  the  most  profound,  intimate  and  decisive 
manner,  the  entire  course  of  the  minor  child's  remaining  life. 
While  the  adult  parties  may  garner  the  bulk  of  attention  in 
asserting  and  denying  various  legal  rights  it  is  critical  to 
consider  that  for  the  minor  child,  there  may  be  no  greater  moment 
in  his  or  her  life. 

The  minor  child's  claim  to  the  continuity  of  a  parent-child 
relationship,  and  his  or  her  respect  as  a  human  being,  and  his  or 
her  claim  to  Constitutional  protections  have  been  largely  ignored 
or  misplaced  by  the  legislature,  courts  and  legal  profession  in 
this  state. 

A  minor  child  is  entitled  to  Constitutional  protections  and  the 
rights  which  flow  from  such  protections.  The  minor  child's 
interest  in  a  parent-child  relationship  constitutes  a  fundamental 
liberty  interest  giving  rise  to  a  full  panoply  of  Constitutional 
Protections. 

CONSTITUTIONAL  RIGHTS  OF  A  PARENT  TO  PARENT\CHILD  RELATIONSHIP 

The  U.S.  Supreme  Court  has  made  plain  beyond  any  doubt  that  a 
parent's  desire  for  a  right  to  "the  companionship,  care,  custody 
and  management  of  his  or  her  children"  is  an  interest  that  is  "far 
more  precious"  than  any  property  right.  See  May  v.  Anderson.  345 
US  528,  97  L.Ed  1221,  73  S.  Ct.  840  (1952). 

A  parent's  interest  in  the  companionship,  care,  custody  and 
management  of  his  or  her  children  rises  to  a  constitutionally 
secured  right,  given  the  centrality  of  family  life  as  the  focus  for 
personal  meaning  and  responsibility.  See  Stanley  v.  Illinois  405 
U.S.  645,  31  Led  2d  551,  92  S  Ct.  1208  (1972)  May  v.  Anderson, 
supra. 

Parental  rights  have  been  recognized  as  being  "essential  to  the 
orderly  pursuit  of  happiness  by  free  men".  Meyer  v.  Nebraska.  262 
US  390,  67  Led  1042,  43  S  Ct.  625  (1923). 

A  parent's  right  to  custody  and  companionship  of  a  natural  child 
has  been  specifically  accorded  protection  under  the  Constitution. 
Smith  V.  Organization  of  Foster  Families  431  US  816,  53  Led  2d  14, 
97  S.Ct.  2094  (1977);  Stanley  v.  Illinois  supra;  Caban  v . 
Mohammed  441  US  380,  99  S.Ct.  60  L.Ed. 2d  296  (1979). 

In  Quilloin  v.  Walcott.  434  US  246  at  255-256,  54  L.Ed. 2d  511,  98 
S.Ct.  549(1978),  the.  court  implied  that  "a  (once)  married  father 
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who  is  separated  or  divorced  from  the  mother  and  is  no  longer 
living  with  his  child  "could  not  constitutionally  be  treaced 
differently  from  the  currently  married  father  living  with  his 
child".  See  also  Franz  v.  United  States.  707  F2d  582  at  595 
(1983)  . 

Child  custody  and  paternity  determinations  involve  a  judicial 
intervention  and  restructuring  of  family  life  of  the  parties  before 
the  court.  That  such  determinations  involve  a  fundamental  liberty 
interest  of  the  parties,  protected  by  the  U.S.  Constitution,  cannot 
be  tenably  disputed.   As  the  court  in  Franz,  supra,  observed: 

...a  parent's  right  to  the  preservation  of  his  relationship 
with  his  child  derives  from  the  fact  that  the  parent's 
achievement  of  a  rich  and  rewarding  life  is  likely  to  depend 
significantly  on  his  ability  to  participate  in  the  rearing  of 
his  children.  A  child's  corresponding  right  to  protection 
from  interference  in  the  relationship  derives  from  the  psychic 
importance  to  him  of  being  raised  by  a  loving,  responsible, 
reliable  adult.  Id.,  at  599  (Emphasis  added). 

It  logically  follows  that  where  the  parent's  right  in  a  parent- 
child  relationship  is  constitutionally  protected  the  child  enjoys 
a  corresponding  right  worthy  of  equal  if  not  greater  protection. 
A  minor  child  could  have  no  greater  right  subject  to  judicial 
determination.  This  position  has  been  recognized  by  the  California 
Courts: 

"...The  establishment  of  the  parent-child  relationship  is  the  most 
fundamental  right  a  child  can  possess,  to  be  equated  in  importance 
with  personal  liberty  and  the  most  basic  of  constitutional  rights". 
Ruddock  V.  Ohls  91  Cal.  App.3d  271  at  277-278,  154  Cal  Rptr  87  at 
91  (1979) 

JUDICIAL  INDIFFERENCE 

The  traditional  reluctance  of  courts  to  confront  complex  questions 
and  to  protect  constitutional  rights  in  dissolution  actions, 
coupled  with  rapidly  changing  social  norms,  account  for  the  lack  of 
judicial  precedence  in  the  area  of  protections  of  fundamental 
liberty  rights  of  parent-child  relationships. 

The  proliferation  of  divorce  and  concomitant  increase  in  children 
of  divorce  and  lifestyle  changes  with  the  resultant  increasing 
number  of  "illegitimate"  children  are  unprecedented  in  the  history 
of  our  nation. 

"In  short,  the  institution  of  the  "broken"  family  is  becoming 
ever  more  socially  important.  To  rely  on  the  eibsence  of  a 
strong  tradition  of  respect  for  one  of  the  constituent 
relationships  of  that  institution  in  determining  its 
constitutional  status  seems  senseless.  Recognition  of  the 
need  to  adjust  the  meaning  of  the  Constitution  to  conform  to 
changes  in  social  life  requires  that  we  eschew  reliance  on 
history."  Franz,  supra,  at  601. 

The  mechanical  and  brutal  application  of  the  existing  sole 
custody  laws  via  the  "primary  residential  parent"  model  of  most 
states  does  violence  to  America's  minor  children  and  their  due 
process  rights.  The  nature  of  the  deprivation  suffered  by  an 
individual  is  of  critical  significance  in  the  due  process  calculus, 
for  the  process  to  which  one  is  entitled  is  in  part  determined  by 
the  possible  loss  suffered.  See  Goldberg  v.  Kellev.  397  U.S.  254 
(1970);  Joint  Anti-Facist  Refugee  Committee  v.  McGrath.  341  U.S. 
123  (1951)  (Frankfurter,  J.,  concurring);  Morris sey  v.  Brewer.  408 
U.S.  471  (1972)  Children  are  routinely  denied  both  parents 
following  a  divorce,  even  when  both  parents  are  found  to  be  equally 
fit  as  to  have  custody. 

Our  American  fcunily  courts  must  become  aware  of  the  lifetime  harm 
they  are  causing  to  innocent  children  wrongly  denied  access  and 
parenting  by  their  fathers.   The  harm  is  to  girls  as  well  as  boys. 
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The  courts  should  continue  protecting  the  family  entity  during 
dissolution  because  the  dissolution  of  the  parents  does  not 
terminate  the  familial  bonds  as  it  pertains  to  the  children  or  the 
rights  of  the  parents.  The  only  bond  terminated  is  that  bond 
between  the  parents  that  does  not  relate  to  the  children. 

NATIONAL  CAMPAIGN  AGAINST  POVERTY 

The  American  fathers  Coalition  has  proposed  a  unique  and 
challenging  campaign  to  eliminate  child  poverty  and  dependency 
lifestyles.  It  will  reduce  30-50%  of  all  welfare  cases  within  one 
year.  This  is  compared  to  the  goal  of  a  reduction  of  maybe  5%  of 
cases  under  H,R,  4605  by  the  year  2000. 

Every  father  with  a  child  on  AFDC  has  an  average  income  of  $15,000. 
Even  if  child  support  is  pain  in  full  and  on  time,  the  mother  will 
still  be  on  welfare  in  over  95%  of  the  cases. 

However,  if  custody  were  given  to  fathers  on  a  temporary  basis  for 
three  years  while  the  mother  was  completing  her  education;  getting 
a  high  school  diploma  or  a  masters  degree,  and  getting  off  drug 
dependency,  the  children  could  be  living  off  welfare  and  out  of 
dependency  ,  and  the  father  will  never  be  asking  for  a  penny  of 
entitlement  funding.  Once  the  mother  has  worked  for  a  full  year 
with  an  income  above  the  poverty  level,  she  could  re-petition  the 
Court  for  joint  custody  and  significant  parenting  time  with  the 
children. 

Attached  are  a  couple  of  backup  papers  printed  by  the  American 
Fathers  Coalition  that  identifies  our  proposal  in  detail.  The 
following  is  a  short  review  of  law  review  articles  of  fathers 
issues  relating  to  custody  of  their  children. 

FATHERS  RIGHTS  -  EQUAL  CUSTODY  OF  CHILDREN 

CULTURAL  CONTRADICTION  OF  FATHERS  AS  NON-PARENTS.  128,  Family  Law 
Quarterly,   Spr.  1987  by 

FATHER-CHILD  RELATIONSHIPS  AFTER  DIVORCE;  CHILD  SUPPORT  AND 
EDUCATIONAL  OPPORTUNITY,  Fcimily  Law  Quarterly,  Sum.  1986,  by 
Judith  Wallerstrin  and  Shauna  Corbin 

FATHERS'  RIGHTS  AND  FEMINISM;  THE  MATERNAL  PRESUMPTION  REVISITED. 
Harvard  Law  Review,  197  8,  by  Rena  K.  Uviller. 

JOINT  CUSTODY.  FEMINISM.  AND  THE  DEPENDENCY  DILEMMA. 

Berkely  Women's  Law  Journal,  1989,  by  Katherine  T.  Bartlett  and 

Carol  B.  Stack 

MORE  SINGLE  MEN  BECOME  HEADS  OF  HOUSEHOLDS,  STUDY  SAYS.  Seattle 
Times,  June  9th,  1992,  page  A-2,  1992 

RECOGNIZING  THE  FATHER/ ILLEGITIMATE  CHILD  RELATIONSHIP  FOR 
INTERSTATE  SUCCESSION.  27  DePaul  Law  Review,  175-189,  1977,  by 
Michael  J.  Zarski. 

THE  EQUAL  RIGHTS  AMENDMENT;  THE  PENNSYLVANIA  EXPERIENCE  Dickinson 
Law  Review,  1976,  by  Phyllis  W.  Beck 

THE  SEARCH  FOR  EQUALITY  IN  A  WOMAN'S  WORLD;  FATHERS  RIGHTS  TO 
CHILD  CUSTODY.  Rutgers  Law  Review,  Vol.  43,  1990,  by  Judith  Bond 
Jennison. 

TRADITION  AND  THE  LIBERTY  INTEREST;  CIRCUMSCRIBING  THE  RIGHTS  OF 
THE  NATURAL  FATHER.  Brooklyn  Law  Review,  Vol.  56,  1990,  by 
Elizabeth  A.  Haddad 
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SUMMARY 

MR.  CHAIRMAN  -  fathers  come  in  many  shapes  and  sizes,  showing  inany 
social  strengths  and  weaknesses.  We  are  blessed  with  our  brawn  to 
provide  for  our  families  and  children  but  we  are  burdened  with  our 
alienation  from  our  children.  While  many  men  have  been  blessed 
with  the  ability  to  speak  on  controversial  social  issues  and 
provide  leadership  for  our  country,  we  are  just  now  gaining  our 
voices  to  speak  about  the  critical  importance  of  father\child 
relationships . 

America's  fathers  appeal  to  the  members  of  the  House  Human 
Resources  Subcommittee,  and  to  all  members  of  Congress,  to  remember 
their  fathers,  and  what  their  fathers  meant  to  them  in  their  lives 
and  fulfillment  of  their  dreams  before  voting  in  a  stampede  to 
enact  another  piece  of  legislation  that  may  be  laced  with 
ur.intended  consequences.  Where  the  fathers  more  remembered  for  the 
almighty  dollar  or  a  piece  of  humanity?  Was  it  a  fathers  strong 
voice  giving  encouragement,  or  a  fathers  quiet  voice  demonstrated 
through  commitment  to  the  work  ethic  and  exeunple? 

The  most  recent  GAO  report  on  the  OCSE  should  give  Congress 
considerable  doubt  about  enacting  new  get  tough  child  support 
legislation  that  is  more  punitive  than  positive  in  its  overall 
effect. 

The  American  Fathers  Coalition  appeals  to  the  good  sense  of 
Congress  to  stand  back  and  review  the  total  playing  field  of 
American  life,  and  focus  on  positive  parenting  policies,  rather 
than  more  negative,  and  counterproductivo  lawmaking. 

It  is  time  to  view  fathers  as  an  unmeasured  asset  to  America's 
troubled  children.  Let's  start  bringing  fathers  into  family  life 
at  the  beginning  and  stop  shoving  and  pushing  them  away. 

We  stand  ready  to  assist  Congress  in  any  way  that  we  can  to  meet 
the  above  goals. 

We  thank  Congressman  Gibbons  and  Congressman  Ford  for  their 
willingness  to  hear  from  the  American  Fathers  Coalition  and  we  hope 
our  words  and  proposals  are  taken  with  the  positive  feelings  with 
which  they  were  offered. 


^ 
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CONFIDENTIAL 
WELFARE  REFORM  ISSUE  PAPER 


Prepared  for  February  26,  1994 

Meeting  of  the  Working  Group  on 

Welfare  Reform,  Family  Support  and  Independence 


CONFIDENTIAL  DRAFT-For  Discussion  Only 

Issue:  Enhancing  Responsibility  and  Opportunity  for  Noncustodial  Parents 

Under  the  present  system,  the  needs,  concerns  and  responsibilities  of  noncustodial  parents  are  often 
ignored.  The  system  needs  to  focus  more  attention  on  this  population  and  send  the  message  that 
"fathers  matter".   We  ought  to  encourage  noncustodial  parents  to  remain  involved  in  their  children's 
lives-not  drive  them  further  away.  The  well-being  of  children  who  live  only  with  one  parent  would 
be  enhanced  if  emotional  and  financial  support  were  provided  by  both  of  their  parents. 

Ultimately,  the  system's  expectations  of  mothers  and  fathers  should  be  parallel.  Whatever  is  expected 
of  the  mother  should  be  expected  of  the  father,  and  whatever  education  and  training  opportunities  are 
provided  to  custodial  parents,  similar  opportunities  should  be  available  to  noncustodial  parents  who 
pay  their  child  support  and  remain  involved  in  the  lives  of  their  children.  If  they  can  improve  their 
earnings  capacity  and  mainUin  relationships  with  their  children,  they  could  be  a  source  of  both 
fmancial  and  emotional  support. 

Much  needs  to  be  learned  about  noncustodial  parents,  partly  because  we  have  focused  relatively  little 
attention  on  this  population  in  the  past,  and  we  know  less  abo\H  what  types  of  programs  would  work. 
We  propose  the  following  approaches: 

Work  opportunities  and  obligations  for  noncustodial  parents.   A  portion  of  JOBS  and  WORK  program 
funding  would  be  reserved  for  training,  work  readiness,  educational  remediation  and  mandatory  work 
programs  for  noncustodial  parents  of  AFDC  recipient  children  who  cannot  pay  child  support  due  to 
unemployment,  underemployment  or  other  employability  problems.  In  addition.  States  may  have  an 
option  for  mandatory  work  programs  for  noncustodial  parents.   States  would  have  considerable 
flexibility  to  design  their  own  programs. 

Grants  for  access  and  parenting  proprants.  We  propose  grants  to  States  for  programs  which  reinforce 
the  desirability  for  children  to  have  continued  access  to  and  visitation  by  both  parents.  These 
programs  include  mediation  (both  voluntary  and  mandatory),  counseling,  education,  development  of 
parenting  plans,  visitation  enforcement  including  monitoring,  supervision  and  neutral  drop-off  and 
pick-up,  and  development  of  guidelines  for  visiution  and  alternative  custody  arrangements. 

We  also  propose  demonstration  grants  to  States  and/or  community-based  organizations  to  develop  and 
implement  noncustodial-parent  (fathers)  components  in  conjunction  with  existing  programs  for  high- 
risk  families  (e.g.  Head  Start,  Healthy  Start,  family  preservation,  teen  pregnancy  and  prevention). 
These  would  promote  responsible  parenting,  including  the  importance  of  paternity  esublishment  and 
economic  security  for  children  and  the  development  of  parenting  skills. 

RESPONSIBILITIES  OF  SCHOOL-AGE  PARENTS 

The  program  of  transitional  assistance  followed  by  work  that  was  oudined  earlier  in  this  document 
focuses  on  the  responsibilities  of  custodial  parents,  especially  young  parents,  to  work  and  prepare  for 
work  as  a  condition  of  receiving  benefits.  All  young  parents  seeking  government  assistance  would  be 
expected  to  prepare  for  and  go  to  work.  Like  the  child  support  provisions,  the  obligations  inherent  in 
the  program  send  a  clear  message  about  the  consequences  of  parenthood,  ensuring  that  welfare  receipt 
does  not  release  either  parent  from  their  responsibilities  to  work  and  support  their  children. 


OtPARTMENT  Of  HEALTH 
VITAL  RECORDS 
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PARENTAL  INFORMATION 

and 

PATERNITY  AFFIDAVIT 


Thitltt  <«9i/  docummt 
Cofflpto  t*  m  ink  tnd  do  not  after. 


NAMtO»C«.LO.».«I.M«>OtC,LAn 

o>if(»ai>iH 

r- 

«MlO.»U««0,»MOT»«MA««D,.„«T.M«>Oii..*U 

ONLY  POSSIBLE  FATHER  OF  THE  CHILD.  IF  NOT  HUSBAND  (Please  Priot  Cleirly) 

NAMt  0(  (AJMiK  .  imi.  MlDOl!.  lAVI 

fAiHC»'iOAitoriia 

IH 

"""" 

BOTH  PARENTS  MUST  SIGN  BEFORE  A  NOTARY  PUBLIC 
B.    W«.  the  natural  mother  and  natural  father,  declare  under  penalty  of  perjury  under  the  lavn  of  the  state  of  Washington  that  the  following  statements 


the  man  named  above  is  the  only  possible  father  i  make  this  affidavit  to 
name  the  natural  father  on  my  child's  birth  certificate  and  show  a  change 
of  the  child's  name  if  noted  above     During  this  pregnancy  my  marital 

Q  Single       D  Mam 


Mother's 


Phone  Numt>er 


1  to  (or  affirmed)  before  me  on  _ 


I  certify  that  the  above  information  is  true-  i  make  this  affidavit  to  show 
that  I  am  the  natural  father  on  my  child's  birth  certificate  and  provide  for  a 
change  of  the  child's  name  if  noted  above  i  also  understand  that  by 
acknowledging  paternity  of  this  child  I  accept  in  obligation  to  provide 
child  support  under  the  laws  of  the  State  of  Washington 


State  of  Washir 
Signed  and  swo 
by 


.  County  of 

(or  affirmed)  before  r 


Notary  signa  ture  and  seal  must  appear  on  this  form  in  spaces  marked  L.  S.  Do  not  attach  a  separate  notary  statement. 
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Chairman  FoRD.  Ms.  Whitright. 

STATEMENT  OF  TUDI  WHITRIGHT,  ASSOCIATION  FOR  CHIL- 
DREN FOR  ENFORCEMENT  OF  SUPPORT,  KING  COUNTY, 
WASH. 

Ms.  Whitright.  Thank  you.  I  am  the  mother  of  two  sons,  Shad 
and  Zachary.  When  their  father  left  us  I  was  3-months  pregnant 
with  my  second  son  and  my  oldest  was  4  years  old.  I  had  not  been 
employed  since  before  the  birth  of  my  first  son,  which  was  4  years. 
I  went  back  to  work  in  a  commissioned  job  and  immediately  found 
it  difficult  to  survive. 

I  earned  $6,000  by  taking  commission  jobs,  and  I  received  no 
help  from  my  children's  father.  It  took  2  years  to  get  my  divorce 
and  the  child  support  order.  If  section  636  of  H.R.  4605  was  en- 
acted, children  like  my  sons  would  not  have  had  to  wait  2  years. 

Use  of  the  administrative  process  for  establishing  paternity  and 
setting  support  awards  is  quick  and  fair.  The  child  support  agen- 
cies could  administratively  set  and  modify  support  orders  to  enter 
default  orders,  obtain  financial  information,  and  issue  withholding 
orders.  It  would  end  the  long  wait  that  children  like  mine  endured. 

Also,  establishment  of  national  child  support  guidelines  to  fairly 
determine  the  amount  of  support  to  be  paid  as  outlined  in  section 
8  of  H.R.  4051  are  needed.  Delays  during  the  divorce  process 
caused  by  arguments  over  the  amount  of  support  to  be  paid  causes 
children  to  go  to  bed  hungry.  After  the  divorce,  the  boys'  father  did 
not  comply  with  the  child  support  order.  I  had  to  work  at  two  jobs 
just  to  keep  a  roof  over  our  heads  and  my  children  fed.  I  opened 
a  case  with  the  State  Office  of  Support  Enforcement  and  was  told 
that  there  was  nothing  they  could  do  because  he  was  living  in  an- 
other State. 

I  believed  them.  I  was  physically,  emotionally  and  financially 
drained  trying  to  support  my  family  and  be  a  good  mother  to  my 
children  at  the  same  time.  My  boys  deserved  to  have  at  least  one 
parent  to  raise  them.  Instead,  they  got  a  father  who  deserted  them 
in  every  way  and  a  mother  who  was  always  at  work.  I  feel  my  sons 
were  robbed  of  much  of  their  childhood  and  I  was  robbed  of  the 
chance  to  be  an  effective  parent  by  an  absent  father  who  didn't 
care  and  a  system  that  was  totally  ineffective.  An  effective  national 
child  support  enforcement  system  and  child  support  assurance 
would  have  made  a  lot  of  difference  to  both  my  boys  and  me  as  a 
parent. 

I  wish  I  had  known  when  I  got  a  divorce  the  things  I  know  now. 
My  involvement  with  ACES  as  a  leader  and  with  the  ChildNet 
Forum  in  Seattle  has  opened  some  doors  for  me.  Three  years  ago 
I  renewed  my  efforts  to  get  the  system  to  work,  I  felt  that  the  least 
the  Child  Support  Enforcement  Office  could  do  was  to  collect  some 
of  the  over  $57,000  in  back  child  support  owed,  so  that  my  boys 
would  at  least  have  a  chance  at  a  college  education.  I  believe  it  is 
the  least  their  father  could  do  for  them. 

However,  it  is  still  the  same  problem:  Every  time  I  filed  with  the 
Office  of  Support  Enforcement,  he  moved.  Every  time  he  moved,  I 
had  to  refile.  At  first  he  was  in  the  State  of  California  and  moved 
from  county  to  county.  Now  he  is  in  Arizona.  The  State  child  sup- 
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port  workers  just  kept  telling  me  to  be  patient  and  I  believe  that 
16  years  is  patient  enough. 

I  believe  a  Federalized  child  support  enforcement  system  with 
the  Internal  Revenue  Service  as  a  collection  agency  would  have 
gotten  my  boys  the  support  they  deserve,  just  as  it  could  the  over 
23  million  other  children  who  are  owed  financial  support  by  an  ab- 
sent parent.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4  of  H.R.  4051  create  a  National 
Child  Support  Order  Registry  within  the  IRS,  set  up  a  national  W- 
4  reporting,  and  turn  all  collection  and  enforcement  over  to  the 
IRS.  This  would  ensure  that  we  would  not  have  so  many  different 
laws  and  procedures  which  not  only  vary  from  State  to  State,  but 
as  in  my  case,  from  county  to  county. 

Also  needed  is  a  simplified  process  for  modification  of  support  or- 
ders. My  child  support  order  remained  the  same  amount  for  16 
years.  I  was  told  by  State  workers  that  getting  an  increase  is  not 
possible  when  we  couldn't  even  collect  on  regular  payments.  Sec- 
tions 247  and  248  of  H.R.  4767  require  all  orders  to  have  an  auto- 
matic annual  cost-of-living  adjustment,  which  means  many  orders 
would  adjust  without  the  need  of  any  process. 

Child  support  assurance  is  needed  to  protect  children  like  mine 
from  poverty  caused  by  family  breakup.  Section  6  of  H.R.  4051  cre- 
ates a  national  child  support  assurance  program  in  which  any  child 
with  a  child  support  order,  any  child  whose  mother  has  tried  to  get 
an  order  and  hasn't  gotten  one  within  18  months,  any  child,  with 
good  cause  not  to  pursue  an  order  is  entitled  to  the  minimum  bene- 
fits. The  benefit  is  $250  per  month  for  one  child  and  $300  for  two 
or  more  children,  adjusted  annually  for  inflation.  Three  hundred 
dollars  a  month  would  have  made  a  big  difference  in  the  quality 
of  my  son's  lives  and  it  would  have  allowed  me  more  time  for 
parenting. 

After  testifying  at  a  ChildNet  forum  in  Seattle  last  year,  I  was 
contacted  by  two  State  child  support  workers.  Until  that  time,  mv 
son's  father  had  never  paid  any  child  support  that  he  was  ordered, 
not  to  mention  the  medical  support.  Because  of  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations, my  sons  have  lost  over  $20,000  of  the  back  support  ordered 
and  that  amount  was  dropping  monthly. 

I  asked  how  a  father's  responsibility  to  his  children  could  have 
a  limitation.  The  child  support  workers  said  that  I  could  get  the 
amount  reduced  to  judgment  to  stop  that,  but  it  took  a  lawyer  to 
actually  do  that,  and  the  lawyer  has  also  been  able  to  collect — the 
first  collection  of  $600.  This  doesn't  even  cover  the  cost  of  the  attor- 
ney, let  alone  raising  two  children  for  17  vears. 

All  of  this  comes  oack  to  our  responsioilitA'  to  the  children.  Un- 
like their  father's,  my  responsibility  to  my  cnildren  has  no  limita- 
tion. And  I  believe  that  our  collective  responsibility  to  all  of  the 
children  in  this  country  has  no  limitations.  Please  help  the  chil- 
dren. Set  up  an  effective  national  child  support  enforcement  system 
within  the  IRS  and  enact  a  child  support  assurance.  Thank  you 
very  much  for  allowing  me  to  testify. 

[The  prepared  statement  and  attachment  follow:] 
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TESTIMONY  OF  TUDI  WHITRIGHT,  CUSTODIAL  PARENT,  COORDINATOR 
ASSOCIATION  FOR  CHILDREN  FOR  ENFORCEMENT  OF  SUPPORT,  KING  COUNTY, 
WASHINGTON 

SUB  COMMITTEE  HUMAN  RESOURCES 
JULY  28,  1994 

I  am  the  mother  of  two  sons.  Shad  and  Zachary.  When  their  father 
left  us,  I  was  3  months  pregnant  with  my  second  son  and  my  oldest 
was  4  years  old.  I  had  not  been  employed  since  before  the  birth  of 
my  first  son  and  immediately  found  it  difficult  to  survive.  My 
first  year,  as  a  single  parent,  I  earned  $6,000  by  taking  jobs  on 
commission.  I  was  able  to  take  only  two  weeks  off  for  the  birth  of 
my  second  son  before  going  back  to  work.  I  received  no  help  from 
my  children's  father.  It  took  two  years  to  get  my  divorce  and  the 
child  support  order.  If  Section  636  of  H.R.  4605  was  enacted 
children  like  my  sons  would  not  have  to  wait  two  years.  Use  of 
administrative  processes  for  establishing  paternity  and  setting 
support  awards  is  quick  and  fair.  If  child  support  agencies  could 
administratively  set  and  modify  support  awards,  to  enter  default 
orders,  obtain  financial  information,  and  issue  v/ithholding  orders, 
it  would  end  the  long  wait  children  like  mine  endured.  Also, 
establishment  of  National  Child  Support  Guidelines  to  fairly 
determine  the  amount  of  support  to  be  paid  as  outlined  in  Section 
8  of  H.R.  4051  are  needed,  delays  during  the  divorce  process  caused 
by  arguments  over  the  amount  of  support  to  be  paid  causes  children 
to  go  to  bed  hungry. 

After  the  divorce,  the  boy's  father  did  not  comply  with  the  child 
support  order.  I  had  to  work  at  two  jobs  just  to  keep  a  roof  over 
our  heads  and  my  children  fed.  I  opened  a  case  with  the  State 
Office  of  Support  Enforcement.  I  was  told  there  was  nothing  they 
could  do  because  he  was  living  in  another  state. 

I  believed  them.  I  was  physically,  emotionally,  and  financially 
drained  trying  to  support  my  family  and  be  a  good  mother  to  my 
children  at  the  same  time.  My  boys  deserved  to  have  at  least  one 
parent  to  raise  them,  instead,  they  got  a  father  who  deserted  them 
in  every  way  and  a  mother  who  was  always  at  work.  I  feel  my  sons 
were  robbed  of  much  of  their  childhood  and  I  was  robbed  of  the 
chance  to  be  an  effective  parent  by  an  absent  father  who  didn't 
care  and  a  system  that  was  totally  ineffective.  An  effective 
National  Child  Support  Enforcement  System  and  Child  Support 
Assurance  would  have  made  a  lot  of  difference  to  both  my  boys  and 
to  me  as  a  parent . 

I  wish  I  had  known  when  I  got  my  divorce  the  things  I  know  now.  My 
involvement  with  ACES  as  a  leader  and  with  the  ChildNet  Forum  in 
Seattle  has  opened  some  doors  for  me.  Three  years  ago,  I  renewed 
my  efforts  to  get  the  system  to  work.  I  felt  that  the  least  the 
State  Child  Support  Enforcement  Office  could  do  was  to  collect  ^ome 
of  the  over  $57,000  in  back  child  support  owed,  so  that  my  boys 
could  have  a  chance  to  get  a  college  education.  I  believe  it  is 
the  least  their  father  could  do  for  them.   However,  it  was  still 
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Enforcement,  he  moved.  Every  time  he  moved,  I  had  to  refile.  At 
first,  he  just  moved  from  county  to  county  in  California.  Now,  he 
is  in  Arizona.  The  state  child  support  workers  just  kept  telling 
me  to  be  patient.   I  believe  16  years  is  patient  enough. 

I  believe  a  federalized  child  support  enforcement  system  with  the 
Internal  Revenue  Service  as  a  collection  agency  would  have  gotten 
my  boys  the  support  they  deserve,  just  as  it  could  the  over  23 
million  other  children  who  are  owed  financial  support  by  an  absent 
parent.  Sections  2,  3,  and  4  of  H.R.  4051,  create  a  national 
child  support  order  registry  within  I.R.S.,  set  up  national  W-4 
reporting,  and  turn  all  collection  and  enforcement  over  to  the 
I.R.S.  This  would  ensure  that  we  would  not  have  so  many  different 
laws  and  procedures  which  vary  not  only  from  state  to  state,  but  as 
in  my  case,  from  county  to  county. 

Also  needed  is  a  simplified  process  for  modification  of  support 
orders,  my  child  support  order  remained  the  same  amount  for  16 
years.  I  was  told  by  state  workers  that  getting  an  increase  is  not 
possible  when  we  couldn't  even  collect  regular  payments.  Sections 
247  and  248  of  H.R.  4767  require  all  orders  to  have  an  automatic 
annual  cost  of  living  adjustment,  which  means  many  orders  would 
adjust  without  the  need  for  any  process.  Also,  when  there  has  been 
a  significant  change  in  circumstance.  Section  248  provides  a 
simplified  process  for  updating  orders. 

Child  Support  Assurance  is  needed  to  protect  children  like  mine 
from  poverty  caused  by  family  break  up.  Section  6  of  H.R.  4051 
creates  a  National  Child  Support  Assurance  program  in  which  any 
child  with  a  child  support  order,  any  child  whose  mother  has  tried 
to  get  an  order  using  the  IV-D  system  and  hasn't  gotten  one  within 
18  months,  and  any  child  with  good  cause  not  to  pursue  an  order  is 
entitled  to  the  minimum  benefit.  The  benefit  is  $250  per  month  for 
one  child  and  $300  for  two  or  more  children,  adjusted  annually  for 
inflation.  $300  a  month  would  have  made  a  big  difference  in  the 
quality  of  my  sons'  lives  and  would  have  allowed  me  more  time  for 
patenting. 

After  testifying  at  a  ChildNet  Forum  in  Seattle  in  November  of 
1993,  I  was  contacted  by  two  state  child  support  workers.  Until 
that  time,  my  sons'  father  had  never  paid  any  of  the  child  support 
he  was  ordered  to  pay,  not  to  mention  the  medical  support  he  was 
supposed  to  give.  Because  of  the  statute  of  limitations,  my  sons 
had  lost  over  $20,000  of  the  back  support  owed  and  the  amount  was 
dropping  monthly.  I  asked  how  a  father's  responsibility  to  his 
children  could  have  a  limitation.  The  child  support  workers  said 
I  could  get  the  amount  reduced  to  judgement  to  stop  that,  but  it 
took  a  lawyer  to  actually  do  it.  The  lawyer  has  also  been  able  to 
get  the  first  collection  in  17  years.  The  $600  collected  doesn't 
even  cover  the  cost  of  an  attorney,  let  alone  the  cost  of  raising 
two  children  for  17  years. 

All  of  this  comes  back  to  our  responsibility  to  the  children. 
Unlike  their  father's,  my  responsibility  to  my  children  had  no 
limitation.  And  I  believe  our  collective  responsibility  to  all 
children  in  this  country  has  no  limitation.  Please  help  the 
children.  Set  up  an  effective  National  Child  Support  Enforcement 
System  within  the  I.R.S.  and  enact  Child  Support  Assurance. 

Thank  you. 
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ACES  is  the  largest  child  support  advocacy  organization  in  the  U.S. 
We  have  almost  300  chapters  in  49  states  with  over  25,000  members. 
ACES  members  are  typical  of  the  9.9  million  families  entitled  to 
child  support  payments  in  the  U.S.  We  have  joined  together  to  seek 
improved  child  support  enforcement  so  that  our  children  are 
protected  from  the  crime  of  non-support,  a  crime  which  causes 
poverty. 

There  are  23  million  children  in  the  U.S.  owed  $34  billion  in 
unpaid  child  support.  America's  child  support  enforcement  system 
fails  in  almost  every  possible  way  to  serve  the  children.  The 
system  needs  radical,  fundamental  restructuring.  The  current  child 
support  system  which  was  set  up  in  1975  when  the  collection  rate  by 
government  agencies  was  20%  and  about  50%  of  the  cases  needed  child 
support  orders  established.  New  federal  laws  in  1984  and  1988  were 
enacted  to  improve  the  child  support  system.  But  in  1993,  the 
collection  rate  by  government  agencies  was  only  18.7%  and  45%  of 
the  cases  still  needed  orders  to  be  established. 

ACES  believes  that  continuing  to  throw  good  money  after  bad  is  not 
good  policy.  States  have  proven  their  inability  to  run  an  effective 
child  support  enforcement  system,  the  national  collection  rate  is 
only  18.7%  The  argument  not  to  change  sounds  like;  we  must 
continue  to  make  B52  bombers  even  though  they  are  obsolete,  because 
if  we  change  B52  bombers,  employees  would  lose  their  jobs.  We  can 
retrain  workers  and  make  sure  they  have  jobs  in  the  new  system.  We 
cannot  replace  childhoods  lost  to  poverty. 

Children  are  the  innocent  victims  of  family  break  up  and  they 
should  be  protected  from  poverty.  We  should  adopt  a  child  support 
assurance  program  that  guarantees  that  child  support  will  be  a 
regular,  reliable  source  of  income  for  children  growing  up  with  an 
absent  parent. 

A  SYSTEM  LIKE  SOCIAL  SECURITY  IS  NEEDED  FOR  CHILDREN  ENTITLED  TO 
CHILD  SUPPORT  TO  INSURE  THAT  THEY  RECEIVE  REGULAR  PAYMENTS  EVEN  IF 
THE  NON-CUSTODIAL  PARENT  CANNOT  BE  FOUND  OR  CANNOT  PAY  DUE  TO 
UNEMPLOYMENT.  THIS  CHILD  SUPPORT  ASSURANCE  PROGRAM  WILL  REDUCE 
POVERTY  IN  THE  U.S.  BY  42%. 

Children  need  to  be  put  before  all  other  debts,  and  support 
payments  need  to  be  due  until  collected.  Federal  law  should 
prohibit  statute  of  limitations  on  child  support  cases. 
Commission  recommendations  extend  collection  for  20  years,  this  is 
actually  less  than  what  some  states  have  now  under  judgement 
renewal  laws . 

Studies  show  that  the  best  way  to  end  the  cycle  of  poverty  is 
through  education.  Children  growing  up  in  single  parent  households 
entitled  to  support  have  fewer  opportunities  for  higher  education. 
A  federal  statute  making  duration  of  support  to  age  23  if  the  child 
is  attending  school  is  needed. 


/■ 
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ENFORCEMENT 

A  NATIONAL  REGISTRY  SHOULD  BE  DEVELOPED  WHERE  ALL  W-4'S  ARE 
VERIFIED  SO  THAT  INCOME  WITHHOLDING  CAN  BE  DONE  ROUTINELY.  THIS 
SYSTEM  OF  INCOMING  WITHHOLDING,  PAYMENT  COLLECTION,  DISTRIBUTION 
AND  ENFORCEMENT  OF  ORDERS  SHOULD  BE  PLACED  UNDER  THE  IRS. 

The  Federal  Office  of  Child  Support  Enforcement  should  be  placed  in 
the  IRS.  An  Assistant  Tax  Conraiissioner  should  be  appointed  to  be 
Director  of  the  IRS  Child  Support  Division.  Initially  the  Division 
would  take  over  current  duties  of  OCSE .  In  one  year  it  would  be 
required  to  have  set  up  a  central  registry  of  interstate  case 
orders  and  do  interstate  income  withholding.  Within  two  years  all 
new  cases  would  be  added  to  the  registry  and  the  income  withholding 
process.  Within  five  years  the  system  should  be  fully  functioning 
and  include  all  child  support  cases. 

We  must  send  a  national  message  that  supporting  children  is  as 
fundamental  a  responsibility  as  paying  taxes.  This  national  agency 
must  be  given  all  the  tools  it  needs,  including  improved 
information  for  locating  absent  parents  and  improved  tools  for 
making  prompt  and  effective  collections,  to  aggressively  pursue 
child  support  and  medical  support  for  children. 

Only  thirteen  states  have  taken  advantage  of  the  provision  in  the 
1984  Child  Support  Amendments  for  90%  funding  for  statewide 
automated  systems.  When  funding  was  extended  in  the  1988  Family 
Support  Act  to  1995,  thirty-nine  state  child  support  agencies  told 
ACES,  in  our  annual  survey,  that  they  would  still  not  have  a  system 
in  place  by  the  deadline.  Even  if  states  had  automated  systems  in 
place,  all  would  be  different  and  they  are  not  being  designed  to 
interlink.  State  governments  blame  the  Federal  Office  of  Child 
Support  for  the  lack  of  automated  systems  and  the  Federal  Office  of 
Child  Support  blames  the  states.  This  finger  pointing  does  not  help 
children.  Children  suffer  because  states  cannot  even  identify  which 
cases  need  orders,  or  which  cases  have  not  received  payments  so 
that  action  can  be  taken  to  implement  income  withholding.  This  is 
why  only  20%  of  the  cases  have  income  withholding  orders  eight 
years  after  Congress  passed  laws  making  it  mandatory  upon  a  one 
month  default  and  four  years  after  this  law  was  expanded  to  include 
income  withholding  at  the  time  an  order  is  entered. 


ESTABLISHMENT  OF  ORDERS 

JURISDICTION  TO  ESTABLISH  ORDERS  SHOULD  BE  IN  THE  STATE  WHERE  THE 
CHILD  LIVES.  This  requires  federal  statues  which  place  jurisdiction 
of  child  support  action  to  establish  and/or  modify  orders  in  the 
place  where  the  child  resides.  A  National  Jurisdiction  Act  should 
have  the  following  provisions:  (1)  interstate  child  support  case  to 
be  cause  of  action  (2)  the  venue  for  the  action  to  be  where  the 
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child  resides  (3)  trial  court  of  any  state  should  have  power  to 
serve  the  defendant.  Parental  Kidnapping  Prevention  Act  is  a  model 
for  child  state  jurisdiction. 

In  order  to  ensure  an  efficient  system  to  establish  paternity  and 
orders,  State  child  support  IV-D  structures  should  be  required  to 
be  "single"-statewide.  Audit  failures  by  states  show  patterns  of 
lack  of  services  statewide  in  states  that  are  state  supervised 
county  run  programs:  WI ,  MD  and  PA  have  been  found  not  to  provide 
statewide  services.  CA,  NJ,  CO,  IL,  IN,  MD,  MI,  MN,  NE,  PA,  TN,  OR 
and  OH  have  been  found  to  have  problems  with  establishment  of 
orders  and  collection/distribution  of  support  payments. 

We  must  ensure  that  each  state  has  in  place  effective  laws  and 
administrative  rather  than  judicial  process  to  establish  paternity 
and  child  support  orders.  Successful  state  models  which  have 
demonstrated  dramatic  improvements  in  establishing  paternity  and 
obtaining  support  orders  through  an  expedited  administrative 
process  need  to  be  expanded  nationally.  These  administrative 
processes  are  effective  for  children  on  whose  behalf  paternity  must 
be  established  and  for  children  whose  paternity  is  not  disputed  but 
who  need  support  due  to  parental  divorce,  desertion  or  separation. 


CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT  AND  ESTABLISHMENT  ACTIONS  SHOULD  BE 
ADMINISTRATIVE  RATHER  THAN  JUDICIAL  WHENEVER  POSSIBLE. 

Adequate  information  is  available  and  sufficient  experience  can  be 
found  from  state  governments  to  develop  fair  national  child  support 
guidelines.  A  system  which  allows  a  non-custodial  parent  who  lives 
in  Alabama  and  earns  $4  0,000  a  year  to  pay  only  $60  a  week  while  a 
parent  in  New  Jersey  who  earns  $40,000  a  year  pays  $120  a  week, 
needs  to  end.  This  lack  of  fairness  leads  to  non-support. 

NATIONAL  CHILD  SUPPORT  GUIDELINES  SHOULD  BE  PUT  IN  PLACE. 
National  guidelines  are  needed  to  guarantee  children  a  fair  level 
of  support.  Children's  support  orders  should  be  determined  by 
their  needs  and  their  parent's  ability  to  pay,  not  by  where  they 
live  and  which  state  guideline  applies.  There  must  be  a  national 
process,  as  well,  for  periodically  reviewing  and  updating  child 
support  orders  to  ensure  that  orders  keep  pace  with  children's 
needs  and  parents'  income. 
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LOCATING  ABSENT  PARENTS; 


AN  EXPANDED  FEDERAL  PARENT  LOCATOR  SYSTEM  SHOULD  BE  DEVELOPED,  This 
can  be  done  by  adding  NLETS  and  NCIC  to  the  existing  Federal  Parent 
Locator  System  and  by  increasing  access  to  the  system  by  government 
child  support  agencies.  Recent  regulations  by  HHS  require  states 
to  pay  for  information  from  the  federal  parent  locator  system,  fees 
for  use  of  the  national  system  by  any  government  law  enforcement 
agency  working  on  child  support  cases  should  be  prohibited.  Child 
support  agencies  need  access  to  NLETS,  this  is  the  system  that 
accesses  all  state  Department  of  Motor  Vehicle  records  and  NCIC 
lists  crime  records.  This  can  be  accomplished  by  Congress 
designating  child  support  agencies  as  law  enforcement  agencies. 


FUNDING 

Lack  of  staff  and  funding  severely  hinders  child  support 
enforcement  efforts  and  acts  as  another  barrier  to  low  income 
families  attempting  to  utilize  government  services  for  child 
support  enforcement. 

A  new  funding  structure  for  states  to  ensure  that  they  establish 
orders  on  a  timely  basis  should  be  developed.  This  should  include 
elimination  of  the  federal  incentive  payments  to  states,  and  the 
adoption  of  a  90%  federal  match  with  a  requirement  for  state 
maintenance  of  effort  at  1992  levels. 

Priority  of  distribution  on  post  AFDC  cases  should  be  "family 
first."  Assisting  families  who  become  self-sufficient  and  free  of 
the  welfare  roles  should  be  a  priority.  The  current  system 
penalizes  these  families  by  paying  the  state  government  back 
support  payments  before  the  family  receives  back  support  payments 
due  to  them. 

States  and  the  Federal  Government  benefit  through  lower  costs  for 
AFDC  (Aid  to  Families  with  Dependent  Children)  when  child  support 
is  collected.  As  of  the  end  of  1991  all  states  made  a  "profit"  on 
child  support  collections:  66%  reimbursement  +  6%  incentive 
payments  +  funds  recouped  for  AFDC  expenditures  =  more  $  than  what 
was  spent  on  the  child  support  enforcement  program.  They  can 
afford  to  pay  families  First. 
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Example  of  making  a  "Profit"  on  Child  Support  Enforcement: 

Expenditures  of  $27,086,106 

Reimbursement  at  66%  1.    $17,876,830 

Collections:    $30,191,573  AFDC 

$57,562,494  Non-AFDC 

*  Amount  qualifying  for  incentives  - 

$60,500,000  @  6%  2.     $3,630,000 

Amount  of  AFDC  recouped  by  state  3.     $9.226.858 

Total  Income  (1  +  2  +  3)  =  $     $30,733,688 

Total  Income  $  30,733,688 
Total  Expenses  -27.086. 106 
"Profit"        $  3,647,582 

*  Incentives  payments  are  based  on  AFDC  amount  x  2  if  less  money  is 
collected  on  AFDC  cases  than  Non-AFDC  cases.  This  is  often  called 
the  "cap." 

PROFIT  MADE  ON  CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT  SHOULD  BE  REINVESTED  IN 
THE  CHILD  SUPPORT  ENFORCEMENT  PROGRAM. 


FAMILY   SERVICES 

The  government  child  support  agency  should  list  their  client  as  the 
custodial  parent  and  child.  Child  support  enforcement  services 
should  be  an  entitlement.  Families  should  have  a  right  to  effective 
and  efficient  services.  New  federal  timeframes  are  a  step  in  that 
direction,  except  clients  were  given  no  rights  in  the  1988  Family 
Support  Act  to  obtain  action  on  their  case  under  the  timeframes. 
Clients  should  be  given  a  right  to  services  and  states  should  be 
required  to  meet  timeframes.  Non-compliance  with  timeframes  should 
be  a  reason  to  request  a  state  fair  hearing.  States  should  be 
prohibited  from  charging  fees  of  more  than  $25  to  families  owed 
support . 

Although  child  support  and  visitation  are  separate  issues,  a  parent 
who  is  unemployed  and  cannot  pay  support,  rights  to  visitation 
should  be  protected  and  enforced.  ACES  believes  that  it  is  wrong  to 
deny  visitation  when  support  is  not  paid  and  we  believe  it  is  wrong 
to  withhold  support  when  visitation  is  denied.  These  actions  harm 
the  child.   We  know  from  our  experience  and  from  studies  that*  13% 
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of  the  parents  who  fail  to  pay  child  support  state  they  are 
withholding  payments  because  the  visitation  is  being  denied.  To 
prevent  this  from  happening,  we  need  an  effective  custody 
visitation  dispute  resolution  program. 

STATE  COURTS  SHOULD  BE  REQUIRED  TO  HAVE  IN  PLACE  PROGRAMS  FOR 
RESOLUTION  OF  CUSTODY  AND  VISITATION  PROBLEMS.  Prince  George's 
County,  MD,  and  Washington,  D.C.,  are  good  models  for  these  types 
of  programs. 

THE  RELATIONSHIP  BETWEEN  CHILDHOOD  POVERTY  AND  CHILD  SUPPORT  SYSTEM 

To  understand  what  the  failure  of  the  child  support  system  means  in 
the  lives  of  real  children,  two  summers  ago  CLASP,  in  conjunction 
with  the  Association  for  Children  for  Enforcement  of  Support  (ACES) 
and  the  Health  and  Welfare  Council  of  Nassau  County,  New  York 
interviewed  300  custodial  mothers  and  asked  what  happened  to  them 
when  the  father  of  their  children  let  home  and  how  they  fared  when 
they  attempt  to  collect  child  support.   We  found: 

Despite  their  efforts,  three  quarters  of  the  mother 
interviewed  did  not  received  regular  child  support  payments 
for  their  children.  The  failure  of  the  absent  fathers  to  pay 
regular  child  support  forced  the  children  into  poverty  and 
near  poverty. 

As  a  consequence,  the  children  lost  the  change  for  a  safe  and 
healthy  childhood.  Too  many  of  the  mothers  reported  that,  in 
the  first  year  after  the  father  left,  their  children  wend 
hungry  (32%),  lost  access  to  regular  health  check-ups  (55%), 
and  did  not  see  a  doctor  when  they  were  ill  (36%).  Children 
lacked  appropriate  clothing  (e.g.  a  winter  coat)  and  couldn't 
participate  in  regular  school  activities  due  to  a  lack  of  f 
funds  (49%).  An  astonishing  number  lost  their  regular  child 
care  because  of  the  cost  (57%),  an  d  a  substantial  number  were 
unsupervised  while  their  mother  went  to  work  (26%). 

Further  endangering  the  children's  well-being,  in  the  first 
year  after  the  father  failed  to  support  his  children,  more 
than  half  the  families  faced  a  serious  housing  crisis.  From 
the  data,  it  appears  that  there  is  a  direct  connection  between 
the  failure  to  pay  child  support  and  childrens'  homelessness . 

The  mothers  first  tried  to  support  their  children  on  their 
own.  Primarily  ,  they  relied  on  their  earnings,  joining  the 
labor  force  for  the  first  time  or  taking  a  second  or  third 
job.  In  many  case,  the  children  literally  lost  both  parents  - 
one  who  walked  out  on  them  and  another  who  was  so  busy  trying 
to  keep  them  housed,  fed,  and  clothed  that  she  had  little  time 
for  parenting. 
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when  their  earnings  proved  insufficient,  most  of  the  mothers 
next  turned  to  families,  friends,  churches,  and  private 
charities.  Still,  many  reported  utility  shut  offs,  having 
credit  cards  revoked  and  selling  off  assets  (e.g.  a  car)  to 
keep  going.  Then  percent  actually  had  to  file  for  bankruptcy. 

Eventually,  a  little  over  half  the  families  applied  for  Aid  to 
Families  with  Dependent  Children  (AFDC),  Medicaid  and/or  Food 
Stamps.  While  about  one-fifth  of  the  families  were  poor 
enough  to  use  Food  Stamps  before  the  father  stopped  supporting 
his  children,  over  one-half  of  the  families  were  using  Food 
Stamps  after  the  father  left. 

Two-thirds  of  the  mothers  interviewed  used  the  state  child 
suppport  enforcement  system  to  pursue  child  support.  Yet,  40 
percent  had  not  obtained  an  order  at  the  time  of  the 
interview.  Of  those  who  did  have  a  child  support  order,  more 
than  one-half  still  did  not  receive  regular  child  support 
payments  at  the  time  of  the  interview. 

This  link  between  the  failure  of  noncustodial  parents  to  meet  their 
obligations,  childhood  poverty  and  the  need  for  public  assistance 
was  reaffirmed  in  a  recent  series  of  hearings  held  around  the 
country.  Sponsored  by  ChildNet:  The  National  Ceimpaign  for  Child 
Support  Enforcment  and  Assurance,  these  hearings  provided  custodial 
fathers  and  mothers  from  Long  Island  and  Albany,  NY;  Seattle, 
Washington;  Sacramento,  California,;  Chicago,  Illinois;  Atlanta, 
Georgia;  Columbus,  Ohio,  and  Tampa,  Florida  the  opportunity  to  tell 
their  stories.  They  told  of  Waiting  years  for  paternity  to  be 
established  or  an  order  to  be  set.  They  told  of  endless  cross 
country  searches  for  fathers  and  mothers  who  were  intent  on 
avoiding  their  health  collapsed  and  they  could  no  longer  work  to 
support  their  children.  These  families  then  needed  AFDC,  Medicaid, 
and  Food  Stamps. 
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STATEMENT  BY  ZACHARY,  SON  OF  TUDI  WHITRIGHT 

My  hero  is  very  different  from  other  heros.  My  hero  isn't  a  movie 
star,  a  pro  athlete,  or  a  musician.  My  mother  is  my  hero.  That 
sounds  funny,  but  it's  true. 

When  she  was  three  months  pregnant  with  me,  my  father  split  and 
left  my  mother  to  support  us  on  an  income  barely  enough  to  support 
one.  She  worked  six  days  a  week  8-10  hours  a  day  and  we  still 
barely  had  enough  to  make  do.  Every  morning  she  would  drop  us  off 
at  the  babysitter  and  she  would  pick  us  up  at  10  p.m.  Sometimes 
she  didn't  even  pick  us  up  because  she  had  no  money  to  pay  the 
babysitter. 

After  I  was  old  enough  to  be  so  called  babysat  by  my  brother  who  is 
four  years  older  than  me,  all  we  did  was  fight  when  my  mom  was  at 
work  all  day.  After  she  got  home  we  still  would  fight  except  now 
we  had  a  referee. 

She  did  everything  possible  to  make  us  happy  there  is  nothing  she 
didn't  try.  She  could  barely  afford  to  pay  for  anything  more  than 
bills  and  food,  but  when  I  wanted  to  play  sports  she  would  always 
pay  for  them  even  though  she  knew  she  couldn't  afford  to.  She 
always  thought  of  her  kids  before  anything  else.  She  always 
thought  of  herself  last. 

At  a  very  early  age  she  taught  us  how  to  cook,  clean,  and  do  all 
the  things  needed  to  stay  home  all  day  and  be  ok.  I've  been  doing 
this  for  as  long  as  I  can  remember,  that  sucked  back  then  but  when 
I  look  back  I  am  very  thankful.  I  know  kids  my  age  who  always 
depend  on  someone  else  to  cook,  clean,  and  wash  their  clothes. 
When  I  am  hungry,  I  cook  my  own  food;  when  my  clothes  need  to  be 
washed,  I  wash  them;  and  when  the  house  needs  to  be  cleaned,  I 
clean  it.  I  think  I  am  very  lucky  to  have  learned  all  these  skills 
at  an  early  age,  because  in  real  life  you  need  these  skills. 

She  has  done  every  thing  possible  to  make  sure  me  and  my  brother 
make  it  in  life.  It  took  him  an  extra  year  to  get  his  diploma,  but 
if  it  wasn't  for  her  he  probably  would  have  never  went  back.  She 
has  spent  thousands  on  counseling,  trying  to  make  it  better  for  us, 
but  I  don't  think  counseling  really  works  unless  you  want  it  to 
work. 

She  has  done  all  this  with  no  help  from  our  father,  he  didn't  even 
send  Christmas  presents  or  birthday  presents  after  the  first  two 
years  of  my  life.  She  gave  us  everything  we  every  needed  and  was 
always  there  for  us.  The  only  thing  she  couldn't  give  us  that  we 
needed,  was  a  father.  But  we  made  it  and  we're  not  the  best  of 
kids,  but  there  are  kids  out  there  who  don't  even  have  one  parent. 
I  am  lucky  because  the  one  parent  I  do  have,  does  her  best  to  make 
my  life  easy  and  pleasant  as  possible. 
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For  the  last  four  years  my  mother  has  been  trying  to  collect  back 
and  present  child  support  which  amounts  to  more  that  forty-five 
thousand  dollars.  Now  she  works  on  a  committee  called  ACES  which 
helps  kids  and  parent  receive  the  child  support  they  deserve.  She 
is  constantly  on  the  phone  helping  other  parents  like  herself  to 
collect  and  giving  information.  During  these  last  four  years,  she 
has  been  climbing  stairs  that  have  led  to  nowhere  until  she  got  her 
chance  to  give  a  speech  in  front  of  the  head  people  in  charge  of 
child  support  enforcement  and  many  other  parents  like  herself. 
During  the  speech  she  had  to  stop  because  of  tears  but  when  she 
finished  the  crowd  gave  her  a  standing  ovation.  After  the  speech, 
two  ladies  came  up  to  her  and  asked  for  her  case  number,  and  two 
weeks  later  we  received  our  first  two  child  support  checks  in 
fourteen  years. 

I  got  to  keep  the  first  check  and  spend  if  on  whatever  I  wanted  and 
all  the  rest  will  be  in  the  bank  for  college  or  a  payment  towards 
my  first  house.  Since  my  brother  is  moved  out  she  just  gives  him 
the  checks  for  rent,  food,  and  whatever  else  he  has  to  pay  for. 

My  mother  is  more  than  just  my  mom,  she  is  a  friend,  a  companion, 
and  a  hero  in  my  eyes.   I  LOVE  HER  VERY  MUCHl 
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Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you  very  much,  Ms.  Whitright. 

Let  me  address — there  is  a  cluster  of  votes.  Let  me  ask  you 
something.  Child  support  enforcement  and  visitation  rights,  should 
they  be  tied  together? 

Mr.  Harrington.  Yes. 

Ms.  Whitright.  I  believe  that  child  support  and  visitation  are 
two  separate  issues. 

Chairman  Ford.  Two  separate  issues? 

Ms.  Whitright.  Yes. 

Chairman  Ford.  They  are.  But  I  am  asking  the  question  whether 
or  not  they  should  be  tied  together.  We  are  talking  about  child  sup- 
port, should  that  also  give  the  noncustodial  parent  visitation 
rights? 

Ms.  Whitright.  Absolutely. 

Chairman  Ford.  Absolutely? 

Ms.  Whitright.  Yes. 

Chairman  Ford.  They  should  be  tied  together,  you  are  saying? 

Ms.  Whitright.  I  am  saying  that  visitation  shouldn't  be  withheld 
because  of  nonpayment  is  what  I  am  saying.  I  have  a  note  here 

Chairman  Ford.  I  am  in  agreement  with  you  then  I  guess.  You 
are  saying  if  they  don't  pay  child  support,  the  absent  parent  still 
should  be  able  to  see  the  child? 

Ms.  Whitright.  Absolutely.  I  think  the  welfare  of  the  child 
should  come  first.  If  there  were  some  kind  of  a  program  set  up  to 
handle  visitation  rights,  I  am  not  quite  sure  how  they  would  do 
that 

Ms.  Cave.  In  Virginia,  they  are  treated  as  two  separate  issues. 
And  you  can't  buy  the  opportunity  to  visit  with  your  kids. 

Chairman  Ford.  Let  me  thank  the  panel.  I  have  one  of  my  col- 
leagues here  now,  this  is  the  second  or  the  third  time  he  has  been 
here  to  testify. 

Mr.  Harrington.  Can  we  be  allowed  to  extend  an  additional 
statement  on  child  support  since  none  of  our  witnesses  were 
brought  before  the  committee? 

Chairman  Ford.  Yes,  absolutely.  We  will  make  sure  that  they 
will  be  made  a  part  of  this  record.  There  might  be  things  in  this 
area  that  we  might  have  to  ask  you  to  give  remarks  on. 

Mr.  Harrington.  Thank  you. 

Chairman  Ford.  Donald  Payne. 

I  want  to  apologize.  There  is  a  quorum  and  a  5-minute  vote  later 
so  we  have  about  12  minutes  remaining  so  you  have  6  or  7  minutes 
here. 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey.  All  right. 

Chairman  Ford.  You  are  the  last  witness  for  the  day. 

STATEMENT  OF  HON.  DONALD  M.  PAYNE,  A  REPRESENTATIVE 
IN  CONGRESS  FROM  THE  STATE  OF  NEW  JERSEY 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey.  Thank  you  very  much.  I  certainly 
will  be  brief. 

There  was  a  movie  called  "For  Whom  the  Bell  Tolls,"  probably  a 
bit  before  your  time;  they  toll  for  me. 

Let  me  just  say  that — let  me,  first  of  all,  commend  you  for  having 
this  series  of  hearings  and  it  is  certainly  apparent  that  there  is  a 
tremendous  amount  of  interest.  I  think  to  allow  all  sides  to  have 
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an  opportunity  to  participate  in  this  very  important  subject  and 
topic  is  commendable  and  I  also  appreciate  the  fact  that  Members 
of  Congress  have  been  asked  to  participate  with  input.  I  under- 
stand that  I  am  probably  the  41st  or  42d  Member  to  testify.  I  am 
not  sure  all  had  as  hard  a  time,  but  I  know  that  a  lot  of  them  did 
testify  here. 

Let  me  be  brief  and  say  that  to  end  welfare  as  we  know  it,  that 
is  the  call  from  President  Clinton,  and  I  think  that  the  whole  ques- 
tion of  reform  in  the  Nation's  welfare  system  which  was  made  on 
June  14  when  President  Clinton  released  his  welfare  reform  plan, 
that  there  are  some  details  that  have  surfaced  that  certainly  need, 
in  my  opinion,  closer  examination. 

Currently,  as  we  all  know,  the  welfare  system  is  bad.  It  fosters 
cycles  of  dependency  and  an  individual  certainly  cannot  get  off  the 
welfare  rolls  if  she  cannot  get  a  job,  and  mainly  women  are  the 
ones  we  are  talking  about — aid  to  families  with  dependent  children. 
It  is  very  difficult  for  people  to  get  quality  child  care,  adequate 
housing,  et  cetera.  So  I  agree  that  providing  jobs  and  job  security 
in  my  opinion  will  change  the  system. 

I  think  that  one  of  the  most  important  issues  is,  as  you  indicated 
earlier,  jobs,  because  it  certainly  promotes  self-sufficiency;  it  pro- 
motes a  lot  of  positive  things. 

When  we  look  at  President  Clinton's  plan  which  imposes  a  30- 
month  limit  on  AFDC  benefits,  I  have  a  problem  with  that.  One  of 
the  things  that  I  have  seen  in  legislation  is  people  like  to  get  a 
catchy  phrase  and  I  don't  know  whether  somebody's  plans  are  for 
reform  or  whether  they  are  for  reelection. 

In  the  crime  bill,  "three  strikes,  you  are  out"  sounds  good.  In  wel- 
fare reform,  it  is  "2  years  you  are  off."  That  is  catchy  too  and  will 
grab  some  people.  I  would  like  to  credit  the  President  for  proposing 
this  work  JOBS  program  in  part  of  the  welfare  system  which  will 
create  a  job.  If  a  person  cannot  find  a  job,  there  is  the  punitiveness 
of  being  put  off  welfare.  But  after  30  months,  will  there  be  a  job 
to  go  to? 

The  work  question,  the  vision  doesn't  reach  far  enough  in  lifting 
people  out  of  poverty.  The  work  JOBS  program  would  only  allow 
an  individual  to  earn  the  AFDC  stipend  plus  $120  a  month  in  work 
expenses,  therefore  this  work  is  not  designed  to  lift  people  out  of 
poverty.  That  is  why  I  wonder  if  this  is,  in  fact,  a  good  election 
campaign. 

But  if  we  are  trying  to  lift  people  out  of  poverty,  the  work  pro- 
gram does  not  lift  them  out  of  poverty.  It  simply  says  you  got  to 
do  something  to  get  this  money.  You  are  not  going  to  sit  around 
and  get  it,  you  are  going  to  have  to  do  something  but  you  are  not 
going  to  be  able  to  work  your  way  out  of  poverty.  I  have  a  problem 
with  that  because  the  type  of  jobs  that  people  are  going  to  have  are 
not  going  to  be  those  that  have  any  upward  mobility,  especially  if 
they  are  jobs  created  by  the  government. 

There  is  an  experiment  that  was  conducted  in  New  Jersey  and 
in  Illinois  that  found  that  80  percent  of  welfare  recipients  who 
found  jobs  were  able  to  break  the  cycle  of  poverty.  I  think  when 
we  look  at  welfare  we  need  to  talk  about  the  cycle  of  poverty,  and 
we  are  not  talking  about  that  very  much,  where  80  percent  of  those 
who  found  jobs  were  able  to  break  the  cycle  as  compared  to  only 
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20  percent  who  were  chronically  unemployed — ^they  were  unable  of 
course  to  break  the  cycle  of  poverty. 

Let  me  conclude  that  I  have  agreed  to  cosponsor  H.R.  4498,  the 
Job  Start  for  America  Act  of  1994,  which  I  guess  Mrs.  Mink  dis- 
cussed yesterday. 

I  believe  this  bill  takes  a  significant  first  step  toward  addressing 
the  real  problem  with  the  welfare  system  allowing  people  to  receive 
assistance  to  have  jobs  and  gradually  move  from  welfare  rolls  to 
self-sufficiency  without  penalizing  them  for  going  to  work. 

Since  we  always  seem  to  forget  about  our  children,  let  me  men- 
tion 9  million  children  receive  welfare.  They  make  up  65  percent 
of  those  who  are  on  the  rolls.  Today,  there  are  14  million  children 
living  in  poverty  and  1  in  5  goes  hungry  every  day.  So  the  sanc- 
tions in  the  President's  bill  would  severely  punish  these  recipients 
who  are  the  most  vulnerable  in  our  society. 

I  think  that  we  would  all  agree  that  the  welfare  system  needs 
to  be  revamped.  As  we  look  at  ways  to  reduce  Federal  expenditure, 
we  also  need  to  keep  in  mind  that  pulling  the  rug  from  underneath 
people  by  setting  arbitrary  time  limits  on  poverty  while  severely  re- 
ducing benefits  may  be  a  short-term  solution  and  attractive  to  the 
voting  public,  but  certainly  will  result  in  long-term  disaster. 

I  hope  that  as  the  debate  evolves  we  will  reach  a  consensus 
about  a  comprehensive  approach  that  addresses  all  the  factors  that 
feed  into  generations  of  welfare  dependency  and  to  quote  President 
Clinton,  "end  welfare  as  we  know  it  today."  Hopefully,  we  will  be 
able  to  do  that,  and  once  again  I  commend  you  for  calling  these 
hearings.  Let's  try  to  get  a  bill  that  will  support  this  Nation's  fami- 
lies who  are  in  poverty  to  break  the  cycle  of  poverty,  not  to  penalize 
them  for  being  poor. 

Chairman  Ford.  Thank  you. 

As  we  go  through  the  next  few  weeks,  or  months,  with  the  wel- 
fare reform  package,  and  I  hope  this  year  rather  than  next  year, 
we  are  going  to  have  an  awesome  responsibility.  It  is  not  going  to 
be  easy.  There  is  a  lot  of  talk  out  here  about  welfare.  We  should 
continue  this  public  debate  on  welfare.  There  are  a  lot  of  people 
who  are  caught  in  this  vicious  cycle  of  welfare  and  basically  cannot 
help  it.  I  know  it  is  true  in  your  district.  It  is  true  in  my  district, 
and  as  I  have  seen  as  I  travel  my  district,  and  I  have  demonstra- 
tion programs  of  my  own  in  areas,  in  high  pockets  of  poverty  areas 
where  there  are,  in  fact,  a  lot  of  children  who  are  living  on  welfare 
and  living  in  these  vicious  communities.  I  just  hope  that  we,  like 
you  have  done  today,  that  we  can  continue  to  convey  the  message 
that  that  8V2  million  children  who  are  forced  through  no  reason  of 
their  own  to  live  in  these  cycles  of  poverty,  that  we  do  something 
about  it  and  we  try  to  craft  a  bill  that  would  really  address  their 
needs  and  also  say  to  adults  that  are  able  to  work  that  they  should 
go  to  work  and  work  in  the  work  force. 

Mr.  Payne  of  New  Jersey.  When  you  do  something  special  and 
different — I  was  reading  the  paper  today  and  saw  where  Chrysler, 
who  got  the  bailout  years  ago,  they  were  bankrupt,  had  no  reason 
to  get  a  loan,  if  we  went  to  a  bank  with  the  same  record  we 
wouldn't  have  gotten  it — this  past  3  months  they  made  $1.48  bil- 
lion, which  means  they  will  make  over  $5  billion  profit  this  year 
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because  somebody  did  something  special.  Let's  try  to  look  at  some 
special  things  for  the  people  on  welfare. 

Chairman  Ford.  I  agree.  Thank  you  very  much. 

This  finishes  the  business  of  the  subcommittee  today.  We  will  re- 
convene tomorrow  morning  at  10  a.m.  Thank  you  very  much. 

[Whereupon,  at  2:40  p.m.,  the  hearing  was  adjourned.] 
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